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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 1983 and 1986 Amendments tc the Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA)
directed the U.S. Secretary of Education to report to Congress on "an analysis and evaluation
of the effectiveness of procedures undertaken by each State education agency, local education
agency, and intermediate educational unit to improve programs of instruction for handicapped
children and youth in day and residential facilities." The Study of Programs of Instruction for
Handicapped Children and Youth in Day and Residential Facilities was conducted in response
to that requirement.

There were four specific goals identified "or the Study of Programs of Instruction for
Handicapped Children and Youth in Day and Residential Facilities:

o To provide nationally representative estimates of the current status of
education afforded to handicapped children and youth in separate facilities

o To describe changes in the population and services of separate facilities since
the passage of P.L. 94-142

o To describe procedures used by State educational agencies (SEAs) to
improve the instructional programs at separate day and residential facilities

o To describe the influence of State procedures on changes in facility practice,
as well as the influence of such other factors as the procedures of local and
intermediate education agencies

The following design was implemented to meet these goals:

o A survey of separate day and residential facilities, to provide nationally
represem.iive estimates of the current status of education afforded to
handicapped children and youth in these facilities and to obtain retrospective
reports of change

o A comparison of current survey results with certain findings from :he 1978-

79 OCR survey for those facilities surveyed in both, to describe changes in
the population and services of those facilities
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o A survey of all fifty States on the procedures used by the State education
agencies to affect educational services at separate day and residential
facilities, to describe the procedures currently in use

o Case studies of selected facilities within the case study States, to describe the
influence of State procedures on facility practices and to identify the
influence of other factors on separate facilities

This volume presents the results of the analysis of State education agency (SEA)
procedures and the impact of these procedures and other factors on special education services
and practices within separate facilities. The analysis draws upon a variety of sources, including
case studies of eight States, a nationwide Survey of SEA Special Education Divisions, the Survey
of Separate Facilities (reported in detail in Volume IT), and case studies of twenty-four separate
facilities from within the case study States. The States selected for case studies were California,
Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Louisiana, New Jersey, Ohio, and South Carolina. Three separate
facilities were selected in each State and included day and residential facilities operated by State
and local public agencies and private facilities. All the case study facilities served students with
mental retardation, sensory impairments, or emotional disturbance, the three handicapping
conditions most often served in separate facilities.

For the purposes of this study, separate facilities were defined as any residential or day
nrogram exclusively serving handicapped persons in buildings physically separate from programs
for non-handicapped age peers, at which special education services are provided during the usual
school day. Separate facilities may be operated by local districts or intermediate units, by State
agencies, or by private organizations. The special education services may te provided by the
operating agency or organization, or by another agency or organization. Students may be placed
in separate facilities, particularly residential facilities, primarily for reasons other than to receive
special education services (for example, to receive medical or psychological services or long-term
carz). Correctional facilities and facilities such as hospitals, diagnostic centers, or treatment
facilities with average lengths of stay of less than 30 days were not considered to be separate
facilities for the purposes of this study.
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Special Education System and
the Placement of Students with Handicaps

Across the States

As mandated by the requirements of the 1975 Education for All Handicapped Children
Act (P.L. 94-142), all States have put into place procedures to identify and provide educational
services to school-age residents who have physical, emotional, or cognitive impairments that
require specially designed instruction or related services in order to benefit fully from the
educational process. Since the passage of P.L. 94-142, the proportion of the schooi-age
population identified as hand.capped has increased, as has the total number of students receiving
special education services. Across the nation, the proportion of the resident population ages 3
through 21 who are serve:d in the special education system increased from 5 percent in the 1976-
77 school year to 6.5 percent in 1986-87. The total number of handicapped students identified
and reported by the States to the U.S. Department of Education increased between 1976-77 and
1987-88 from 3,708,601 to 4,494,280 students. However, the proportion of handicapped students
served in separate facilities over the period has generally remained stable; in both 1976-77 and
1986-87 the proportion across all age groups was about 6 percent. There is considerable State-
by-State variation in these proportions, however. The case study States range from 3.3 to 12.7
percent of handicapped students served in separate facilities in 1986-87.

In most States, a broad range of agencies, both public and private, are involved in the
provision of services, educational and/or residential, in separate facilities. In all States, local
school districts have primary responsibility for special education, and in twenty-nine States local
districts were reported to operate at least some separate facilities, almost all day programs.
Some (fifteen) States also provide mechanisms for joint agreements among districts or for
regional units (for example, at the county level) to operate separate facilities as well. In twenty-
five States, the State education agency {SEA) provides direct services to students with handicaps
through the operation of separate facilities, most often residential schools for students with
hearing or visual impairments. In all States there is one or more State agencies other than the
SEA involved in operating separate residential facilities for persons with handicaps; in general,
the operating agency also provides the educational program for school-age residents, although
in some States that responsibility has been or is being transferred to local districts or
intermediate units. Private schools for students with handicaps offer day and residential
programs to students placed there by the local education agencies (LEAs) in all but eight States.

All States have a subunit (division, department, or bureau) within the State education
agency with primary responsibility for special education programs. In most States (45 out of 50)
the SEA special education division is organized primarily by function, although many also assign
staff to geographic regions of the State or use specialists in special education programs for
students with particuler handicapping conditions. The major activities conducted out of the SEA
special education divisions incluc= administrative activities such as planning and grants
management (an estimated median of 18 percent of staff time across the States), compliance
monitoring (19 percent of staff time), and technical assistance, program development, and
dissemination (42 percent of staff time). Other activities can include interagency liaison with
other State agencies, due process and mediation, and student evaluation.
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SEA PROCEDURES

States have available a number of procedures to influence special education programs and
instructional practices, with the ultimate aim of improving the education provided to students
with handicaps in all settings, including separate facilities. These procedures include:

o Funding (the level and distribution of entitlement and discretionary or special
purpose grants)

o Standards (in such areas as staff certification, student-staff ratios, class size,
length of school day and year, and curricula or graduation requirements)

0 Monitoring (in terms of content or focus, preparation and follow-up
activities, and sanctions or assistance associated with SEA review of facility
records and procedures)

o Technical assistance and training fvia seminars or workshops and consultation
with individual facilities)

o Program development and dissemination (development, adaptation, and/or
the distribution of curricula, instructional materials, procedural manuals, or
information on state-of-the-art practices)

Funding

In almost every State, Federal, State, and local funds are combined to support the costs
of special education and related services provided to students with handicaps. State special
education fnding programs have several components. The principal component is the formula
used to distribute State funds to districts to pay for the costs of students’ educational programs.
This formula, and variations in the formula or separate mechanisms used to fund students or
programs in separate facilities, influence primarily placement patterns rather than the educational
programs at the facilities. That is, incentives or disincentives may exist for educational
placements in out-of-district facilities, whether operated by other districts or intermediate units,
State agencies, or private organizations, depending upon how districts are reimbursed and for
which types of placements districts are financially responsible.

There are five general funding approaches currently used by States to distribute State
funds to lecal districts:

(1) Flat grant per teacher or classroom unit

(2) Percentage or excess cost
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(3) Percentage of teacher/personnel salaries
(4) Weighted pupil formula

(5) Weighted teacher/classroom unit formula

The weighted pupil formula is used by the largest number of States (19); 12 States u::
a percentage or excess cost reimbursement formula; and 10 use a flat grant formula. State
directors of special education reported that pupil weighting formulas have the potential of
encouraging student placements in higher reimbursement categories, including separate facilities
if these placements are reimbursed at higher rates than other types of placements. Percentage
or excess cost formulas allow districts to be reimbursed for a portion of the costs of educating
students with handicaps. These formulas generally do not distinguish among types of placements
for reimbursement purposes. Thus, districts would be able to receive equivalent reimbursement
under such a formula for a high-cost program operated by the district as for similar programs
provided in State, private, or other separate facilities. Flat grant formulas were not reported by
themselvés to encou.age the use of separate facilities; however, this formula is often
accompanied by other fuuding provisions for students served outside the district, which may
create an incentive for out-of-district placements if the State pays a higher share of such
placements than for programs operated by the districts.

In many cases, the funding mechanism used by the State to distribute funds to local
districts is not used to fund out-of-district student placements. There are five approaches used
by States 10 fund such placements:

o Direct State appropriation to the facility

o Direct payment by the SEA to the facility, using the same formula used to
distribute funds for LEA programs

o Direct payment by the LEA to the facility, with SEA reimbursement to the
LEA using the same formula used to distribute funds for LEA programs

o Direct payment by the LEA to the facility, with SEA reimbursement to the
LEA using a different formula than the one used to distribute funds for
LEA programs

o Payment to the facility by a non-education agency
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The approaches used to fund out-of-district placements vary considerably both across
placements within States and across States. However, the potential impact of any method for
paying for the educational costs of out-of-district placements is confounded by the fact that
many of such placements are made for non-educational purposes, and by agencies other than the
State or local education agencies.

Most States that operate intermediate education unit or regional programs fund
placements in these programs using the same formula used to fund district programs, generally
with the placing district paying tuition to the intermediate or regional program and receiving
reimbursement from the State. The vast majority of SEA-operated residential facilities receive
direct State appropriations for their operation, and districts pay little or nothing of the
educational costs of students placed in thes~ “acilities. In almost every State, at least one State
agery other than the SEA operates a separate residential facility. The most common method
used for funding residential placements in othe. State agency programs is for the placing agency
to be responsible for residential costs, while the placing district or the SEA pays for the
educational costs. The greatest variability in funding methods across the States pertains to
approaches for funding private school placements. In some States, no State special education
funding it provided for private school placements. The most common approach used to fund
private placements is the direct payment of tuition by the placing district using the same or a
different formula as is used to fund district programs. The formula can leave districts with
greater costs for private school placements than for most in-district programs, thus serving as a
disincentive to nonpublic school placement. On the other hand, in some States, districts can
receive an equal or greater reimbursement for private school compared with local district
placements.

Overall, the rethods used by the States to fund within and out-of-district special education
placements are not designed to impact on the programs offered by separate facilities. Rather,
the major effect of State funding procedures, reported by State directors of special education,
stems from their potential to influence the use of separate facilities through the operation of
incentives and disincentives. In all cases, individual placement decisions are based on assessed
needs of students for particular program services, with the provider selected that can best meet
those needs. In selecting among potential providers, districts were reported to consider the
impact of State funding formula for particular placement options on their overall costs.

Federal funds are a source of funds frequently called upon by the States in efforts to
improve programs, through funds provided under Part B of the Education of the Handicapped
Act and Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (State Operated Programs).
A major use of EHA-B set-aside funds is the funding of special education resource or materials
centers and technical assistance networks, while Chapter 1 funds are generally targeted toward
supplementing personnel resources.
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Standards and Monitoring

Al; States establish educational standards in the areas of staff certification and program
content, o affect the quality of special education programs. These standards provide the context
in which all education programs must operate within a State, including special education
programs at separate facilities. Separate facilities are generally required to conform to the same
standards for staff qualifications and program content as the special education programs that
operate in local public schools. Thus, educational standards by themselves do not provide States
with a unique tool for improving educational programs at separate facilities.

Federal regulations require that SEAs monitor all educational programs within the State
to ensure that all providers comply with Federal and State provisions and guarantee a free
appropriate public education for all students with handicaps. The Federal requircments
emphasize compliance with procedures more than program content, and as & result the
monitoring systems designed by the States are quite similar. The monitoring of all public agency
programs generally consists of three phases: data collection and review of documuntary material,
on-site validation and review of records (including samples of students), and reporting and
follow-up. The greatest variation across States occurs in the last phase, in that some States use
the reporting and follow-up phase to provide extensive technical assistance geared toward
program improvement. There is also considerable variation across the States in whether private
school approval processes focus on the unique characteristics of the special education program
and whether private facilities are monitored independently or in conjunction with LEA
monitoring.

Virtually all States reported that monitoriig had its primary impact on ensuring that
special education programs meet minimum Federal and State regulations, and that compliance
reviews provide opportunities to encourage program improvements. The format and content of
monitoring instruments and procedures and the standards used in monitoring were cited as the
most important factors in influencing the effectiveness of compliance monitoring systems. The
authority to monitor special education programs operated by other State agencies was seen as
a particularly powerful tool to effect change at those facilities. About half the States reported
that monitoring focused increasingly on program content and instructional issues. States
generally also reported that compliance monitoring was an effective method for identifying
technical assistance needs for future dissemination and program development efforts.

Technical Assistance, In-Service Training, Program Development,
and Dissemination

A traditional role of State education agencies has been to provide local educ.tion agencies
with information and assistance in maintaining and upgrading staff expertise and skills and in
improving instructional programs, approaches, and materials. EHA mandated that States conduct
systematic and regular assessment of the needs for program improvement and staff development
and formulate State-wide plans to address those needs. Sta’es als) continue to engage in a
variety of other activities designed to assist special education providers in improving services
delivered to handicapped students.
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All States provide technical assistance and staff training services to special education
providers through the SEA und generally also through other State agencies involved in the
operation of separate facilities. Staff at all special education programs in a State have access io
SEA staff and to special education resource/materials centers, although it \. , generally noted
that the assistance and training provided through these mechanisms were generally of greater
relevance to staff at local districts than to staff at separate facilities, because the nature of
student needs and programmatic issues differs between these two types of ~rograms.

However, in some States, SEA staff and resource/materials centers are more specialized
thau in others and focus on programmatic issues associated with low-incidence and severe
handicaps of more relevance to separate facilities. Also, a direct and routinized link between
monitoring and technical assistance, when separate facilities are monitored directly by SEA
special education staff, was also reported to be an effective method for focusing on program
improvsment issues.

Program development is a resource-intensive activity and one that has been less
consistently emphasized s a major part " the activities of SEA special education divisions.
Resource/materials centers were reported i be the primary producers of specialized instructional
materials. To date, States appear to have focused their prograin development efforts most often
on identification and evaluation issues and on designing programs to serve severely impaired
students and those with low-incidence handicaps. More extensive involvement in program
development appears to be associated with the development "of Statewide curriculum
requirements and the extension of these requirements to special eaucation.

Dissemination of state-of-the-art information on special education regulations, procedures,
instructional approaches, and materials is a mandated activity for SEAs under P.L. 94-142. In
States where resource/materials centers have major responsibility far technical assistance and
training, they also usually have responsibility for dissexiination. Workshops and conferences are
the single most important vehicle for the direct involvement of SEA special educaticn divisions
in dissemination. Workshops and conferences are typically used for transferring information on
both instructional and procedural or regulatory issues. Staff at separate facilities are notified
of these events, but participation was reported to vary greatly according to the topic under
discussion.

Changes in Student Populations
and Mission at Separate Facilit’es

The numbers and characteristics of students served in scparate facilities since the
implementation of P.L. 94-142 have chunged substantially. Among day facilities, publicly
operated scparate programs have increased in size, while private programs have had a slight
decrease. Among residential facilities, the opposite is true. Students with mild or moderate
mental retardation are a smaller proportion of students in separate facilities than ir. .he past,
while students with more sévere mental retardation and emotional disturbance form larger
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components of the population of separate schools. Separate day schoc’s have expanded their
services to the birth through five-year age range with early intervention and pre-school programs,
while residentiai facllities serve a larger pronortion of older students (ages 18 through 21) than
previously.

The major factor associated with these changes in student populations at separate facilities
was a change in ‘he orientation and services of other providers in the special education system,
particularly an increased capacity and willingness to serve students with handicaps among local
educational agencies. This factor was associated with the increased severity of impairment
noted among students now enrolled in separate facilities. The deinstitutionalization movement
affected population shifts at smaller, usually day, programs. The increased need for residential
programs for students with emotional, behavioral, and familial problems has led to an increase
in students at some separate facilities, often placed by non-cducation agencies for treatment
rather than special education.

The response of separate facilities to changing student popu.. s has been varied, but
includes the expansion of services to students with significant secondary handicaps and to students
with handicaps not previously served by the facility. A number of separate facilities have also
expanded their efforts to share staff experience, technological expertise, and instructional
materials with local educators, parents, and other service providers.

Changes in Educational Practice
at Separate Facilities

and Factors Affecting Changes

This study used both national survey and case study data to examine changes in several
areas of educational practice at separate facilities:

o Programs and methods of instruction, including:

Transition planning

Vocational and life skills training

- Integration of therapy and related services into educadonal
programming

Program evaluation
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o

Staffing, incluc g

- Numbers and types of s

- Staff development activities
- Staff evaluation

o Opportunities for student interaction with nonhandicapped persons

(=}

Opportunities for parents to become involved :n their child’s education

Procrams of Instruction

Individualized education plans have become almost universal among separate facilities
under the requirements in P.L. 94-142. Transition plans are more often developed now as well,
although they are not as prevalent as IEPs. Most formal transition planning focuses on the
transition between the educational system and the adult world and includes the development not
only of student skills and behaviors but also of the necessary links with adult service providers,
residential settings, and employment opportunities. State requirements for transition plans,
facility initiative in responding to the changing needs of more severely impaired students, and
technical assistance provided by the SEA special education division were the most frequently
mentioned {actors in the development of transition plans and programs.

The most frequently mentioned change in educational programming at separate facilities
was an increased empbhasis on vocational and community living preparation and training. Factors
associated most often with this increase in emphasis were changes in the characieristics of the
student population and their needs, with information and training provided by State special
education division staff or resource/materials centers. Some separate facilities were able to use
special funds to supvort new or innovative programs in this area.

The other major area of change in educational programs at separate facilities was the
increase in the use of therapy and related services associated with the integration of treatment
and behavior modification goals into educational programming. The factor associated with these
changes was generally the increase in the severity of impairment and the prevalence of m.ltiple
handicapping conditions among the students at separate facilities.

There were few substantive changes in program evaluation activities at separate farilities
since 1975.
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Staffing

Most separate facilities report that instructional staff have more appropriate training than
prior to 1975 and that more staff are certified or licensed. State certification standards and their
application across the special education system were credited with this change, although the
availability of technical assistance and training provided by the SEA special education divisions
was also a factor in increasing the quality of staff.

Associated with changes in student needs and programmatic changes to address those
needs, the composition of staffs at separate facilities has also changed. A substantial proportion
of separate facilities have more vocational instructors, transition specialists, and related services
personnel than in the past.

However, many separate facilities find it difficult to recruit and retain appropriate staff for
their programs, particularly related-services staff (such as occupational, physical, and speech
therapists and nurses), as well as teachers for the emotionally disturbed and teachers certified for
more than one handicapping condition or for special education and another area of education
(such as vocational education). In some cases, State certification requirements have made it
harder to find staff, while competition for staff and differential salaries among types of
educational settings have contributed to the problems of recruitment, while staff burnout
associated with a greater severity of student impairments was the factor associated with problems
in staff retention.

The overall student-staff ratio at separate facilities has not changed substantially since
197s.

The major changes in staff development were reported to be a shift in focus from
compliance procedures to instructional approaches, an increase in the number of opportunities
to varticipate in workshops or classes, and a closer relationship between staff development and
student and staff needs. SEA-provided or supported technical assistance and information
dissemination activities were noted most frequently as a factor associated with these changes in
staff development.

Staff evaluation activities are regularly conducted at most separate facilities and were not
reported to have changed substantially since 1975.

Opportunities for Student Integration and Parental 'nvolvement

Most students at separate facilities do not interact with non-handicapped persons
extensively as part of programs organized by the facility. However, most separate facilities
regularly provide ooportunities for some student involvement with nonhandicapped peers and
with the community in which the facility is located. Over half of separate facilities reported
increases in opportunities for student interaction with nonhandicapped peers--a change associated
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with general societal trends in the acceptance of persons with handicaps, with programming that
focuses on practical life skills and experiential learning, and with the dissemination of models
for community involvement by the SEA.

Parental involvement in their children’s educational programs has increased signiitcantly
since the passage of P.L. 94-142, since it mandates parents’ participation in piacement and
program decisions. However, separate facilities reported that pareptal involvement in other
aspects of students’ educational careers and in parsnt support activi:ics s; onsored by the facility
were generally only moderate at best. Facilities had increas=. their activities that involve parents
and staff contact with parents, as part of continued response to EHA requirements and on-staff
initiative.

Patterns of the Effects of SEA Procedures
on Changes at Separate Facilities

‘There is some variation it the reports of how SEA procedures have affected educational
practices at separate facilities. In gererai, public facilities operated by State and local agencies
were more likely to report the effects of SEA standards on changes in facility practices.
Differences in the effects of SEA funding or monitoring procedures between public and private
facilities were minor. Separate facilities operated by local or regional public entities gave more
credit to SEA-provided or funded technical assistance and dissemination activities for changes
in their programs than did State-operated or private facilities. This confirms reports by SEA
special education division staff that these SEA activities are generally oriented toward local
district special educa:ion programs.

There was also some difference in the effects of SEA procedures across the eight case
study States. State standards were generally consistently reported across the States. However,
facilities in Ohio and Iilinois more frequently than other States mentioned monitoring as a factor
in changes in educational practice, perhaps associated with the provision of technical assistance
and follow-up to monitoring. The technical assistance, training, program development, and
dissemination activities of the SEA or of the SEA resource/materials centers were mentioned
most frequently as factors associated with changes in Ohio. The close link between monitoring
and ‘echnical assistance for program improvements and the extensive and active special education
resource/materials network in that State may be the critical elements.

Overall, many if not most of the changes in educational practice at separate facilities are
directly related to the changes in the number and characteristics of the students served at those
facilities, particularly increases in the severity of impairments and the prevalence of multiple and
secondary handicaps. Changes in staffing, staff development, program content, and instructional
approaches were all reported to be closely related to changes in the student population and to
the initiatives of facility leadership and staff in 1esponding to student needs.
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The procedures implemented by State educational agencies were also frequently mentioned
as factors in the changes at separate facilities. The implementation of State standards was
mentioned by many facilities s. having an impact on staffing and staff development,
individualized education and transition plans, and parental involvement.

The States’ special education system for technical assistance, training, program
development, a.4 dissemination was also frequently mentioned as a factor in changes at separate
facilities, particularly in staff development activities and the development of life skills and
transition programs.

Neither monitoring nor funding was mentioned frequently as a factor that affects changes
in educational practice at separate facilities. The fecus of mcnitoring has been on compliance
rather than program improves.cnt issues, although this appears to be changing, and while funding
levels are an important parameter within which facilities must operate, there were not many
specific funding initiatives available to support and sustain program improvements at separate
facilities.
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THE STUDY OF PROGRAMS OF INSTRUCTION
FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN AND YOUTH
IN DAY AND RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES

VOLUME III:
STATE EDUCATION AGENCY PROCEDURES AND EDUCATIONAL PRACTICE
AT SEPARATE FACILITIES FOR STUDENTS WITH HANDICAPS

PART ONE: DESIGN AND CONTEXT
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I. INTRODUCTION AND DESIGN

The Education of the Handicapped Act (EHA) Amendments of 1983 and 1986
required that U.S. Départment of Education collect information on special
education programs for children and youth with handicaps in separate
facilities. The mandate called for: ‘“an analysis and evaluation of the
effectiveness of procedures undertaken by each State education agency, local
education agency, and intermediate educational unit to improve programs of
instruction for handicapped children and youth in day or residential
facilities" (Section 618(f)(2)(E) of P.L. 98-199). To respond to this
mandate, the Office of Special Education Programs awarded a contract to
Mathematica Policy Research, Decision Resources Corporation, and the
University of Minnesota to conduct a Study of Programs of Instruction for
Handicapped Children and Youth in Day and Residential Facilities.

The facilities of concern for this study are referred to in this report
as "separate facilities." A separate facility was defined as a residential
or day facility exclusively serving handicapped persons in buildings
physically separate from programs for non-handicapped age peers. Eligible
separate facilities may be operated by the State education agency, other State
agencies, local education agencies, county or regional agencies, or private
organizations. However, correctional facilities and those with average
lengths of stay of less than 30 days were excluded from this study.

A residential separate faciljty was defined as a separate facility at

which at least some handicapped persons reside and at which at least some
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students age 0 ° 22 receive educational services on the grounds of the
facility during the usua! school day. The special education services at these
facilities may be provided by the operating agency or by another agency. It
is important to note,‘with regard to residential schools or facilities, that
many students are placed primarily for reasons other than to receive special
education services. These placement decisions may be made to provide
relatively short-term medical or psychological treatments or long-term
residential care which could continue indefinitely. 2 eparate day school or
facility was defined as a separate facility at which no handicapped persons
reside and at which students age 0 to 22 receive educational services during
the usual school day.

There were four specific research goals of the Study of Prcgrans of
Instruction for Handic2pped Children and Youth in Day and Residential
Facilities:

0 To provide nationally representative estimates of the current
status of education afforded to handicapped children and youth
in separate facilities

0 To describe changes in the population and services of separate
facilities since the passage of P.L. 94-142

o To describe procedures used by State educational agencies
(SEAs) to improve the instructional programs at separate day
and residential facilities

o To describe the influence of State procedures on changes in
facility practice, as well as the influence of other factors
such :s the procedures of local and intermediate education
agencies.

I11.2




This volume of the final report for the Study of Programs of Instruction
for Handicapped Children and Youth in Day and Residential Facilities presents
the results of the analysis of SEA procedures and their impact on special
education services wiéhin separate facilities. The remainder of this chapter
details the research questions addressed by the analysis and describes the

data collection and analysis approaches.

A. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND GVERALL DESIGN
The study of SEA procedures and their impact on educational practice -at
separate facilities addressed three related sets of questions (see Murphy,
1980, for a similar approach):
1. What procedyres are used by State education agencies to
influence special education programs at separate facilities?

2. What is the perceived and/or experienced effect of State
grgg%guzgs, on special education programs at separate
facilities?

3. What accounts for in the effectiveness of State
procedures, and what affect special education
programs at separate facilities?

The dimensions of special education programs examined in this study vere
those which are the focus of and/or are susceptible to policy interventions,
particularly at the State level. Such dimensions include staffing,
instructional approaches, delivery of program services (including
opportunities for integration), and accountability (such as planning and

assessment at the student level and program evaluation).

I11.3

32




States have available a number of types of procedures to attempt to ;é
improve special Education programs and instructional practices and ultimately fg
the education provided to handicapped students in separate facilities (as well
as that provided in other settings). These procedures includc:

o Funding (the 1level and distribution of entitiement and

discretionary or special purpose grants)

o Standards (in areas such as staff certification, student-

staff ratios, class size, length of school day and year,
curricula or graduation requirements) =

o Monitoring (in terms of content or focus, preparation and

follow-up activities, and sanctions or assistance associated
with SEA review of facility records and procedures)

0 Technical assistance and training (via seminars or workshops 5
and consultation with individual facilities)

0 Program development and dissemination (development,
adaptation, and/or distribution of curricula, instructional
materials, procedural manuals, or information regarding state-
of-the-art practices)

These SEA procedures are embedded within the larger entire special

education system, which includes not only local educational agencies and
intermediate education units but also other State agencies and numerous non-
governmental groups and organizations. Figure I.1 illustrates, in schematic
form, the system of organizations and organizational policies, procedures,
and practices as they were hypothesized to relate to day and residential
facilities. Each 1ine shown in the figure is a hypothesized path of influence
and each bux an element of the system.

This study primarily focused on the elements of the system and paths of
influence in the center of the figure--thuse directly linking the SEA
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FIGURE 1.1
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organization and procedures with facility practice. Other parts of the figure
were explored as they related to the effect of SEA procedures on the
educational programs at separate facilities.

The primary focu.s of this study was specified to be the link between
State education agencies and separate facilities as a way of understanding
change in several key aspects of educational practice at separate facilities.
Therefore, the unit of analysis is the facility. The j.al of i : case studies
undertaken within the overall design of the oroject was to .dentify and
describe how State education agencies had been able to use various State-level
procedures to influence changes in educational practices at separate
facilities since the passage of P.! 94-i42. There are inevitably other
issues that, while important, cannot be, and were not intended to be,
addressed by this study. These include examination of changes in the
procedures by which students are identified, evaluated, and placed in separate
facilities; aralyses of the educational processes a* separate facilities as
they are designed to meet the unique needs of individual students placed
there; and assessment of the quality of instruction at separate facilities and
changes in quality as indicated by student outcomes. This study does,
however, lay the groundwork for research on these and other important issues,
by providing a detailed description of the curreny characteristics and
practices at separate facilities and the changes which have been undergone at
separate facilities over the past decade and a half.

Four coordinated data collection efforts were used to examine the

research questions and the relationships outlined in Figure I.1. Two separate
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but related in-depth case study efforts were conducted, one at the level of
the State education agency (conducted in mid-1987), and the other at the level
of individual separate facilities within the State (conducted in 1988).'
While not a nationally representative sample of States or facilities, these
case studies supported a detailed examination of the dynamics of the
relationship between State procedures and facility practice. In addition to
the case studies, a survey was conducted in 1988 with the State divisions of
special education in all fifty States and the District of Columbia.? A survey
of nearly 2,000 separate facilities, also conducted in 1988, provided
quantified nationally representative data on educational practice and changes
at separate faciiities. Both surveys asked for data from the 1987-88 school

year.,

B. DESIGN OF THE STATE-LEVEL DATA COLLECTION EFFORT

An understanding of ine role of SEA procedures in affecting educational
practice at separate “facilities for handicapped students must take into
account variation in the role and functions of State education agencies and
in the structure of States' special education systems.

The State-level components of the study served three important purposes:

o To provide a detailed understanding of SEA procedures, as

designed and implemented, both currently and as they have
changed since the passage of P.L. 94-142

'The design of the case study component of this study drew heavily upon
the approach described in Yin, 1984.

A11 S ates except Hawaii responded to this survey.
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0 To describe variations in SEA procedures in States with ;
differing special education systems :

o To provide a better understanding of how States view the

response of individual facilities to SEA procedures in N
preparation fer the facility-level case study

Accordingiy, State-level data were required in the following areas:

0 The organizational structure and authority of the divisioﬁs
of special education within SEAs

o The procedures and practices of SEAs with regard to special
education and their effectiveness as reported or documented
at the State Jevel

o Perceived barriers or facilitators to the effective
implementation of SEA special education procedures

o Historical background of special education, including patterns
of use of separate facilities

o The demographic, economic, and political context of the States

The State-level Case Studies’ provided detailed data on SEA procedures and
on changes in SEA procedures since passage of P.L. 94-142 mandated that State
education agencies take responsibility for the supervision of all publicly

supported special education programs. Table I.1 presents a detailed summary
of the specific data catego .al elements identified for the State-Level Case
Study effort. The State-Level Case Study effort, while vocusing on the

special education division of the SEA, also included extensive interviews with

‘These case studies were conducted by staff of Mathematica Policy
Research, Decision Resources Corporation, and the University of Minnesota.
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TABLE I.1

DATA CATEGORIES AND ELEMENTS FOR STATE-LEVEL CASE STUDIES

Data Category  Specific Data Element _  Fuyrther Description

Historical Background tiegislative and

to Special Education Court Actions on
Special Education
Issues

Role of Other
Agencies in
Special Education

Use of Separate
Facilities

SEA Urganizational
Structure and
Authority

Interorganizational
Structure of SEA

Interorganizational
Structure of Special
Education Division

III.9

M. jor provisions of current
statutes

Major changes in statutory
provisions

Major court actions or
legislative inquiries

Current and past involvement
of other agencies in terms
of funding, provision/
supervision of educational
services, standards and
monitoring

Current and past placement
patterns, numbers and types
of separate facilities,
numbers and handicapping
conditions of students
placed in separate
facilities

Status of SEA within State
government
Functions handled outside SEA

Status of special education
within SEA

Functions handled outside
division

Units/functions within
division

Centralized versus regional
structure

Current and past staffing
patterns



TABLE I.1 (continued)

Data Category  Specific Data Elesent ~ Fyrther Description
. Local Autonomy Definitions and legal

authority of substate
educational units

State authority over local
unit operations, budgets,
decisions ‘

Fiscal relationships between
SEA and local units

SEA Plans and Goals  Targetted Areas Current and past goals
Regarding Special for Improvement Allocation of staff and budget
Education Priorit¥ areas for monitoring,
use of discretionary funds,
traiiting and program
devel t
Procedg;:s useg to achieve
specific goals
Perceived/documented success
in goal attainment

Planning and Existence and status of long
Evaluation ran plannin? and/or
Activities evaluation unit/function

Resources/activities/products
Factors affecting development
and/or implementation of

plans

SEA Procedures ar4 Allocation of Funds: Availzoility, sources, and
Practices Current and Timeline  control of funds
of Major Changes Funding a:loca’ion formula
Availability/Use of
diccretionary funds
Use of funds as incaatives
and/or sanctions

111,10
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TABLE 1.1 (continued)

Data Category Specific Data Element Eurther Description

- Certification and
Standards: Current
and Timeline of
Major Changes

Monitoring: Current
and Timeline of
Major Changes

Inservice Training:
Current and Timeline
of Major Efforts

Technical
Assistance:
Current and
Timeline of
Major Efforts

Program Development:
Current and Timeline
of Major Efforts

111,11

Regulations/requirements

Applicability to separate
facilities

Problem areas

Compliance/exceptions

Sanctions available and
2pplied

Locus of responsibility

Instruments and procedures

Application of sanctions

Schedule vis-a-vis separate
facilities

Assessment of need

Resources

Methods of provision

Participation by separate
facilities

Assessment of need

Resources

Methods of provision

Participation by separate
facilities

Targetted areas

Resources

Products :

Utilization by separate
facilities




TABLE 1.1 (continued)

ta Categor ;

Facilitators/
Barriers to
Implementation of
Procedures

Demographic,
Economic,
Political
Context

ifi

Dissemination:

_ Current and

Timeline of
Major Efforts

Current and
Timeline of
Major Impacts

Current and
Timeline of
Major Changes

Further

Resources/staff

Activities/products

Content

Participation by/distribution
to separate facilities

Legal/regulatory provisions

Political relationships/
agendas

Financial constraints

Organizational structure/
authority

Funding levels and sources
for education

Political agendas

Economic climate of State

Shifts in population

Ix1,12
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staff at other State agencies operating or monitoring separate facilities for

students with hgndicaps (for example, the State departments of mental health,
mental retardation, child welfare, and so on).
? The Survey of SEA Special Education Divisions* of necessity focused on a
smaller set of variables, those which appeared, based on the case studies, to
"2 critical to State impact on separate facilities. It also obtained data
only from staff in the SEA's special education division. (See Table 1.2; the
questionnaire is included in Volume IV of this report.) The survey datx were
primarily designed to provide descriptive data on SEA procedures for all
States at the time of the survey, that is, mid 1988.

The analyses of change and the impact of SEA procedures on facility
practice were the unique cortribution of the integrated State-facility case

study effort.

2. Selection and Recruitment of Case Study States

Eight States were selected for case study. These States are not intended

to be representaiive of all the States. Given the complexity of the
relationships between States and separate facilities, States were selected

primarily based on the State's reported use of those facilities.

a. Criteria for State Selection
Based on State placement patterns for day and residential facilities (as

reported tc the U.S. Department of Education and subsequently published in the

‘This survey was conducted by Mathematica Policy Research. The survey
data include information provided by the District of Columbia and all States
except Hawaii.
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TABLE 1.2
DATA CATEGC~IES AND ELEMENTS FOR SURVEY OF
SEA SPECIAL EDUCATION DIVISIONS

Data Category

Specific Data Element

Organization and Responsibilities
of the Division of Special Education

State Funding of Special
Education Programs

Standards for Special Education
Facilities and Programs

Compliance Monitoring

Technical Assistance and
In-Service Training

Organizational Structure

Number of Professional Positions

Allocation of Staff Time by Area
of Responsibility

Goals and Priorities of Division
of Special Education

Changes since 1975 in Organization,
Staffing, Responsibilities of
Division of Special Education

Funding Formula for LEA Programs
Funding Mechanisms for Other
Special Education Programs
Allocation of EHA-B Grant
Incentives/Disincentives of State
Funding Mechanisms for Student
Placement in Separate Facilities

Comparison of LEA to Other Special
Education Program Standards

School Approval Procedure by Type
of Program

Monitoring Procedures by Type of
Prograr:

Coordinatior of Special Education
and Other Compliance Monitoring

Impact of Monitorin? on Programs

Factors Affecting Effectiveness
of Monitoring

Types of Staff/Organizations
Primarily Involved in Various
Activities

111,14
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TABLE 1.2 (continued)

Data Category - Specific Data Flement
g Use of Separate Facilities . Operating Agency
. Number of Facilities, Day and
Residential

Number of Students

Primary Handicapping Conditions
of Students

Provider of Special Education to
Students in Other State-Operated
Separate Facilities

Number of Students Placed Out of

State
Impact of Other Organizations Impact of State Legislation,
on Separate Facilities Court Decisions, Advocacy

or Professional Organizations
on Placements at Separate
Facilities

Impact of State Legislation,
Court Decisions, Advocacy
or Professional Organizations x
on Improvements at Separate
Facilities

III.15
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Department's Eighth Annual Report and Ninth Annual Redort to Congress on the
lmplementation of the Education of All Wandicapped Act (1986 and 1987)),

States which placed either a relatively large or small proportion of students

in these facilities were identified as potentially eligible for case study,
as were States which had substantially changed their placement patterns since
r.o. 94-142 was passed.

Recommendations of experts in the field were also solicited to identify
States where SEA procedures, interagency relationships, court decisions, or
advocacy group actions were likely -0 have influenced educational practices
in day and residential facilities. The selection process and the States
selected are discussed below.  Further detail is given in Technical
Appendix III.-.

Placement  Patterns. Three analyses were performed to provide a list of
potential case study States:

1. Examination of rankiag of States® in terms of current
(1983-84) use of separate facilities for all handicapped
students

2. Examination of ranking of States in terms of change (1976-77
to 1983-84) in use of separate facilities for all
handicapped students*

*A11 analyses included data on the 50 States and the District of Columbia.

‘It is iqPortant to note that the State-reported placement data show
considerable fluctuation from year to year in the numbers of students
classified with garticular handicapping conditions. 1In particular, there
often appears to be a dramatic decrease in the number of students with mental
retardation over a short period of time. There are a number of possible
reasons for such changes, 1including definitional changes and changes in
reporting or classification procedures. For whatever reason, these
fluctuations may make it difficult to precisely measure changes in use of
separate facilities, if the classification of students placed at separate
facilities is morc stble than those placed in other settinfs. For example,
it is possible that students placed in separate facilities for mental
retardation continue to be classified as uentallgeretarded, while students
served in local public schools are more likely to be reclassified from mental
retardation to learning disabilities or other conditions.

I11.16
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3. Examination of rankings of State: in terms of 1984-85 use
of separate day facilities for mentally retarded/multiply
handicapPed, emotionally disturbed, or sensory impaired
children

The first two Analyses examined the extent to which States served
handicapped children in settings other than the regular school environment
(i.e., in separate schools and other environments) during the 1983-84 school
year and the extent to which State placement patterns had changed from 1976-77
to 1983-84. (The 1983-84 data were the latest avajlable data at the time
these analyses were performed.) Table I.3 lists States identified as "high"
or "low" from the analyses of the OSEP State-reported placement data from
1983-84.

Four States were identified as relatively high users of separate
facilities during the 1983-84 school year in all amalyses with respect to
school age students (6-17 year olds). (This age group is of particular
interest since over 90 percent of the children receiving special education
fail into this category and because States are similar to one another in the
provision of services for this population.) These States include Connecticut,
Delaware, Maryland, and New York. States showing relatively low use of
separate settings and relatively large decreases in the use of such settings

since the 1976-77 school year did not show the same consistency across States

'These three handicap groupings were selected based on analyses of
placement data (see Technical Appendix III.A) which identified children
with these handicaps as the most likely to be served in separate facilities.
The problems of interpretation of these data associated with fluctuations in
the numbers of students classified in these groups, particularly in mental
retardation, noted in the above footnote, also apply to these analyses.
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TABLE 1.3

STATES RATED AS “HIGH" OR “LOW" FOR USE OF SEPARATE SETTINGS DURING 1983-84
AND FOR CHANGES BETWEEN 1976-77 AND 1983-84 IN USE OF SEPARATE SETTINGS
FOR HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

High Low
Connecticut California
Delaware Colorado
Maryland Georgia
New York Massachusetts

Michigan
New Jersey'

Based on analyses of 1983-1984 placement data (see Technical Appendix III.A).
‘While still a relatively high user of separate facilities, New Jersey had a

large decrease in the number and proportion of students with handicaps served
in separate facilities in the 1976-77 to 1983-84 period.
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as among high use States. However, in the rankings or State programs for
schoo1-aged stddents, Colorado, Massachusetts, California, Georgia, and
Michigan appeared in two of the three.analyses. In addition to these States,
New Jersey stood out particularly with respect to change since the
implementation >f P.L. 94-142., New Jersey's decrease of 14,000 <chool-aged
handicapped students in separate facilities was second only to Massachusetts'
decrease of 16,000.

The 1984-85 placement data reported by the States to the U.S. Department
of Education in the Annual Data Reports, unlike that provided by the States
for 1983-84 and previous school years, requirea that States provide counts of
the numbers of students served in specific types of day and residential
facilities (i.e., public day, public residential, private day, and private
time of residential). Preliminary data from these State reports, available
at the time of the study, were used to calculate the proportion of students
served in each type of facility for each State for the three categories of
handicapping conditions. The number of students served in private and public
placements were combined to calculate these proportions. States were then
vanked from high to low on these proportions and an average rank was
calculated separately for day and residential placements. Table I.4 presents
a list of States which had high average ranks for both day and residential
facilities; low ranks for both types of facilities; low and high ranks for déy
and residential facilities, respectively; and high and low ranks for day and

residential facilities, respectively.
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TABLE I.4

STATE PLACEMENT PATTERNS FOR MAJOR HANDICAP GROUPS
FOR THE 1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR

R L S O

High Use of Both Day ggd Residential Facilities

Connecticut
Maryland

ow i f R tial Facilities
Idaho Ok 1ahoma
Kansas South Dakota
High Use of Dav and Low Use of Residential Facilities
Delaware Minnesota
Florida New Jersey

INinois Pennsylvariia
Low Use of Both Day and Residential Facilities
Georgia Michigan
dawaii South Carclina
Massachusetts Texas

Based on 1984-1985 placement data (see Technical Appendix III.A).

NOTE: Major handicap groups are mentally retarded/multiply handicapped,
emotionally disturbed, and sensory impaired.
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Expert Recommendations. To obtain qualitative information regarding
factors likely to be related to State procedure§ and their impact on the

instruction of children in day and residential facilities, individuals
knowiedgeable about -State activities and facilities serving handicapped
children were contacted. These individ.. - included representatives of the
Division of Assistance to the States, Regional Resource Centers, State

Departments of Education, professional associations, and advocacy groups.

b. Selectijon and Recruitment of States for Case Study

Base. on the analysis of placement patterns and experts' recommendation,

an initial set of eight States were proposed for case study:

o California
0 Louisiana

o Georgia

o Illinois

o Maryland

o New Jersey
o New York

o Ohio

The director of special education in each selected State was mailed a

letter outlining the study requirements and requesting participation,
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following circulation of a memorandum on the study from the Office of Special
Education Progriis to the directors of special education in all States.®
After State considerations regarding participation in the study were

reviewed, a final set of case study States was developed, including:

o California
o Connecticut
o Florida

o Illinois

0 Louisiana

0 New Jersey

o Ohio

o South Carolina

Table 1.5 nrovides summary information on the States participating in the

case studies.

3. State-Level Case Studv Protocol an, Procedures

The State Director of Special Education in the selected case study States
was contacted during the late spring and summer of 1987 and asked to designate
a liaison staff person for the study. Initial contacts wich the liaisons
included requests for documentary materials. After reviewing the documentary
material, the site visits and in-person discussions with SEA and other State

agency staff were scheduled. The site visits began in June 1987 and were

“The Chief State School Officers in the selected States were also sent an
informational letter about the study.

I11.22
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TABLE I.5
SUMMARY INFORMATION ON STATES SELECTED FOR CASE STUDY

Total
Population 1983-1985 Distinctive Features of
State _Size Placement Patterns’ Special Education System _Region

Florida Large High use of separate Extensive use of interagency South %
facilities agreements; Department of
, Health and Rehabilitation
. Services operates separate
facilities with education
provided by iEAs; Little
use of private facilities

Tt

‘.'1{@

Ohio Large Mid to hignh use of Public day schools run by Central
separate facilities county boards of MR®, State
agercies operate educacional
programs in separate facilities; :
Little use of private facilities ;

)
)
)
.

N
(%)

I1linois Large Mixed use of separate Joint agreements operate Central
facilities® separate facilities; State
agencies operate educational
programs in some facilities; 2
Private facilities used

California Large Low use of sepaiate Regional and State agencies West
facilities operate separate facilities;
Private facilities used

Connecticut Small High use of separate Various State agencies and East :
facilities intermediate education agenc :s >

operate separate facilities; -~

Private facilities used

extensively 3

54
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TABLE 1.5 (continued)

Total E
Population 1983-1985 Distinctive Features of =
State Size Placement Patterns’ _Special Education System Region p
B
Louisiana Small Mid to high use of SEA operates educational South %
separate facilities component of programs in ) N
facilities operated by 3
other State agencies; Private
facilities used
New Jersey Small Mixed use of separate Various intermediate and East
facilities® regional education agencies :
operate separate facilities; E
Private facilities used =
extensively; State agency
— (other than SEA) operates
o educational program
N
»  South Carolina Small Low use of separate State agencies operate South

facilities educational program in
separate facilities; Little
use of private facilities

*See Technical Appendix A.
®There has been a trend to transfer students frua county programs to LcA programs.

“Pattern: h:.gh use of day facilities, middle range use of residential facilities for major handicap groups
(mental retardation/multiple handicaps, sensory impairments, emotional disturbance).

‘pattern: high use of day facilities, low use of residential facilities for major handicap groups; also had
a large decrease in number of school-aged and other handicapped students placed in separate facilities between .
1976-77 and 1983-84. 36




completed in September 1987. A protocol package (outlined in detail in
Technical Append%x I11.B) was prepared to ensure that site analysts obtained
the required information from each State. The package contained the topic-
by-topic guide for réviewing State documents and holding discussions with
State staff. It also contained instructions regarding activities each site
a. 1lyst was to complete before, during, and after the site visit. Appended
to the protocoi were sample letters and other materials sent to the State
directors «.d liaison staff prior to the site visit.

Persons in the following positions were generally identified from
organizational charts and initial discussions with the State liaisons as
appropriate respondents for the case study intervieuws:

o The Director of Special Education and others involved in

policy setting for and the high-level management of special
education programs in the State

o Unit supervisors or managers in areas such as monitoring,

technical assistance, training, program development, funds
disbursement and accounting, statistical compilation and

analysis, and long-range planning and evaluation

o Staff involved with the development and implementation of the
State's Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD)

o Staff involved in *he planning, coordination, and delivery of
technical assistance, in-service training, and information
dissemination to LEA: and facilities

o SEA staff responsible for coordinating activities »ith
other State agencies operating separate facilities for
nandicapped students through either formal interagency
agreements or less formal working relationships

o Staff in other State agencies responsible for coordinating
activities with the SEA in the operation, licensing/
accreditation, or monitoring of separate facilities for
handicapped students operated by these other State agencies

I11.25
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Prior to the site visit, site analysts reviewed available documentary

information, which could include:

0 State statutes and regulations applicable to special education

o Historical summaries of special education policy, legislation,
and practice in the State

o SEA and Division of Special Education organizational
charts and directory of positions and units

0 Annual data reports

0 State plans and suppor: -g documents

0 SEA monitoring instruments and procedural manuals

0 SEA special education publications and distribution lists

0 Agendas and reports from SEA conferences, workshops, or
seminars on special education

0 Interaéency agreements

o SEA application forms and procedures for facility approval or
certification

o Schedules, agendas, and attendance rosters for SEA in-service
training and technical ascistance activities

0 Census and other aggregate statistics on each State

This review identified information gaps and State-specific events or practices
to be explored during interviews. Site analysts also obtained copies of
additional documentary materials during the site visit for later review.
Initial analyses of the State-level Case Study data, based on the site
analyst nates, were used to develop the facility-level case studies snd the
survey of SEA divisions of special education. Preliminary analysis of the

State case study data and plans for the facility case studies were completed
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by the end of 1987. The data needs and questionnaire for the survey of all
State divisions’ or offices of special education were developed during the
early months of 1988 and the survey was conducted between July and December
of that year. .

Individual State reports, drafted by the site analysts aud circulated
among other study staff for review and comment, were completeu oy early 1988.
A revised draft report was then sent to the State director of special
education in each case study State. The State site reports underwent another
round of revisions based on comments from the States and were then available

for final analysis.

C. DESIGN OF THE FACsLITY-LEVEL DATA COLLECTION EFFORT

The Facility-level componeats of the study were designed:

o To provide national data on current characteristics (such as
those of the student population, staff, and programming) for
the broad range of separate facilities providing special
education services to students with handicaps, and to estimate
changes in these characteristics in the years after the
implementation cf P.L. 94-142

o To provide an in-depth description of changes in educational
practices since the passage of P.L. 94-142 at different types
of separate facilities

o To describe the influence of SEA procedures on changes in
facility educational practice

0 To describe the influence of other factors on changes in
facility practices
The design of the Survey of Separate Facilities is described in detail

in Volume II. It was designed to provide nationally representative data on
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the separate facilities in operation during the 1988-89 school year and to
estimate changeé in separate facilities from both retrospective reports and
comparison with a previous survey conducted in 1978-79. The Facility-level
Case Studies were désigned to understand how instructional programs at
separate facilitias changed in response to SEA procedures and other factors
including LEA and IEU practices. The case studies were not designed to
directly assess whether changes in instructional practices provided better
education for handicapped students or helped students learn and achieve more.
However, underlying the case study effort is the basic assumption that

instructional practices are linked to student outcomes.

1. Information Needs for the Facility Case Studv Component

Information collected during the facility site visits focused on changes

over the past ten years in the facility practices in the following areas:

o Staffing patterns (including qualifications, experience,
duties--administrative, instructional, residential, related
serviras)

0 Staff development and in-service training (avaiiability both
in-hogse and from external sources, participation, ~ontent
areas

0 Program and staff evaluation and identification of areas
needing improvement

0 Use of new methods of instruction or new curricula and
development of new programs

0 Student movement out of separate facilities and plauning for
transition

0 Student integration oppor.unities (interaction with non-
handicapped peers and others in the community and use of
community programs and facilities)

111.28
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o Involvement of parents in program planning, review, and
evaluation at the student and the facility level. .

2. Selection of Facilities

The first step %n the selection process was to identify the types of
students with handicaps most often served in separate schools. To do this,
the preliminary 1984-85 State-reported placement data were examined for the
proportion of chiluren with specific handicaps in four types of separate
schools: private day, public day, private residential, and public
residential. Detailed results of those analyses are included in Technical
Appendix III.A. Based on these analyses, three handicapping conditions were
selected as those most likely to be "overrepresented" among students enrolled
in separate facilities compared to the prevalence among all students with
handicaps:  sensory handicaps (hard of hearing, deafness, and visually
handicaps), emotional disturbance, and menta! retardation and/or multiple
nandicaps. (The last category includes two conditions because the incidence
of mental retardation is high among students with m:ltiple handicaps and
because these two groups are ofien served in the same facilities.)

A distinction by type of operator (private, State, and local) was also
expected to predict SEA influence on facility practice. Further, while State-
operated programs are generally residential, local public programs are
generally day, and private facilities include both day and residential
programs. Therefore, any selection of facilities across the three operator
categories would include both day and residential programs. {See Table I.6,

which presents estimates of the population of separate facilities distributed
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TAE 1.6

ESTIMATES OF HUMBER OF SEPARATE FACILITIES IN SATION, BY OPERATOR,
TYPE OF PROGRAN AND PRINMY HADICAPAING CONDITION SERVED

iy ———— e —
Condit ion Served®

N N
by & State  Loca) or Regtone? & Private by ¢ State Locat or Reglona? & Private
S —pency I

Mente) Retardation

or Myitiple

Handicaps “ %7 a2 174 56 219
Emotiona) Disturbances k] 267 kit ” k ] 515
Sensory Impairments . . 20 59 . n
Other 53 Hiy Hus . . 64

SOURCE: Survay of Separate Fe-1  ‘ag conduct " 1988 a3 part of this study. See YOlume 11, Pert One, Chepter 1.
*The prinary handicapping condition of the mjcr iy of studeals served by the facility.

*Indicates cells whare coefficiant of veriction 13 greater than .30, that 1s, conventional standards indicate that estimates ere
insufficiently precise to be interpreted.
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across these categories, based on data from the Survey of Separate
Facilities.) Therefore, the final typology for facility selection was based
on type of operator defined in three categories (private, State, and local
public) and primary hﬁndicap served (mental retardation/multiple handicaps,
emc:ional disturbance, and sensory impairmeat).

Table I.7 summarizes the State-by-State selection of facilities for

intensive case study. Several points can be noted about this distribution of

case study facilities:

o Three facilities were selected in each of the eight case study
States for a total of 24 facilities. Under this plan, 9 Stite-
operated facilities, 10 facilities operated by LEAs, IEUs, or
regionai or county agencies, and 5 private facilities were
selected.

o Of the facilities selected, half were residential and half
operated day programs only.

o The 24 facilities were distributed so that 10 visits were
conducted at facilities for mentally retarded students, 10 at
facilities for emotionally disturbed students, and 4 at
facilities for sensory impaired studeats.®

0 Within the State-uperated facilities for sensory impaired
children selected for study, two are operated by the SEA and
two as independent State agencies. Also, two facilities serve
both hearing impaired and visually impaired students, while
one facility serves only visually impaired students and the
remaining facility serves only hearing impaired students.

Potential candidates for case study facilities matching the selection criteria

were selected from among respondents to the pilot survey of facilities

’Because there are relatively few separate facilities for sensory impaired
students operated by local education agencies or private organizations, no
such facilities were selected for the case study.
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TABLE 1.7

DISTRIBUTION OF SEPARATE FACILITIES SELECTED FOR CASE STUDY

Primary Type of (perator
Handicap State Agency Local Agenc Private TOTAL NUMBER
Group (SEA or Other) (LEA or IEU Organization OF FACILITIES-
Served
Mentally 6 6 2 7 10 ]
Retarded/ 7 3 5 3
Multiply 2 7
Handicapped
Sensory 6
~ Impaired 3 ememeeeees -- 4
H 1 (3 HI programs,
: 5 3 VI programs)
N
Emotionally 4 4 2 4 10
Disturbed 8 8 5 8
1 1
TOTAL NUMBER 9 10 5 24
OF FACILITIES
State Codes: To preserve anonymity of facilities, States Handicap Codes: HI = hearing impaired
are identified by number (1 through 8) in VI = visually impaired
this table.
( 4 65




conducted concurrently with the State site visits. Where no pilot survey
respondents were available having the necessary characteristics, nominations
were solicited from the State Directors or their designated liaison. It is
possible that facilities selected from this pool of respondents and nominees
would be more interested in the study, on better terms with their respective
SEA, and perhaps more optimistic about the changes in the special education
system than other facilities. However, the results do not suggest that the
case study facilities overestimated changes or the role of the SEA in

influencing those changes.

3. Facility-Level Case Study Protocol and Procedures

Selected facilities were contacted regarding participation in the early
months of 1988. Only two of the selected facilities declined to participate
and were replaced. Site visits to facilities began in March of 1988 and were
completed in June of that year. Site visits at participating facilities
included interviews with facility staff and staff at local education agencies
and State agencies involved with the facilities. Site analysts used a
detailed outline or case study protocol to guide the interviews and the
collection of documentary information while on site. The site visit protocol
is descriped in more detail in Technical Appendix III.D.

Figure 1.2 is a schematic diagram of the hypothesized "model" relating
SEA procedures and other factors to changes in facility educational practice.
This diagram served as a heuristic aid for developing questions for the
facility protocol. It was also used during the Facility-level Case Study

interviews with facility and local education agency staff.
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FIGURE 1.2
DIAGRAM OF HYPOTHESIZED "MODEL" OF EFFECTS ON SEPARATE FACILITIES

;
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facility respondents were asked to report on current practices and
changes in practice since 1975 and on the facéors affecting both current
practices and changes in practice. While the main focus of the study was on
the effects of SEA p}ocedures on these changes at the facility, facility
respondents were also asked how LEA, IEU, and other State agency procedures
or practices may have affected the facility. Further, changes in the student
population (in numbers, age distribution, handicapping condition, and severity
of impairment) and the facility's own ieadership were also probed as to their
influence on changes in instructional practices at the facility. The
remainder of Part One of this volume provides informatior on the States
selected for case study, in particular, their economir and educational
context, the various elements of their special education systems, and the
structure of the division, office, or bureau within the SEA responsible for
special education. Part Two of this volume then describes in detail the
various SEA procedures--funding, standarus, monitoring, technical assistance,
in-service training, program development, and disseminaticn--that have
potential influence on educational practice at separate facilities for
students with handicaps, drawing upon information from the State-level Case
Study as well as data from the Survey of SEA Special Education Divisions.
Part Three draws upon the Survey of Separate Facilities and the Faciliiy-l=vel
Case Study to describe how facility prac:ice has changed in the areas of
programs and methods of instruction, staffing, student transition integration,
and parental involvement--and how these changes are related to SEA procedures

as well as to other factors.
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I1. STATE ECONOMIC AND EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT

An analysis of how State education agency procedures affect educational
programs in separate facilities requires an understanding of the broader
context within which these facilities and the State education agencies
currently operate. The ability to make significant efforts to imnrove
educational programs is at least partially affected by availibility o1 ..ate
end local funding for such efforts. The pattern of special education service
delivery as it exists today in a State has also been influenced by the number
of students with handicaps served, the entitlement age ranges for services,
expenditures for education over the years, State special education and general
education legislation, and the impact of interest groups, the courts, and
other State agencies providing education.

In this chapter, indicators of economic health in the case study States
during the years after the passage of P.L. 94-142 are presented. This is
followed by a discussion -of several education indicators for each State
including changes in the school-age population, the number and proportion of
students served as handicapped, and the entitlement age ranges for special
education services. Also included is a description of legislative actions
related to special education as well as general educational reform, and a
brief discussion of the actions of advocacy groups and the courts affecting
separate tacilities for the handicapped. The next chapter provides
information on the structure of special education as it currently exists in

the case study States.
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A. ECONOMIC CONTEXT

To assess” economic conditions in the States and their impact on
education, two economic indicators are examined: per capita income and per
pupil expenditures for education. In 1986, per capita income among the case
study States was highest in Connecticut ($19,600) and New Jersey ($18,626) and
Towest in South Carolina ($11,299) and Louisiana ($11,193). (See Table iI.l1.)
When compared to 1977, Connecticut and New Jersey experienced the greatest
increase in per capita income as a proportion of the national per capita
income. Louisiana with its oil-based economy had experienced the greatest
loss during this period when measured on the same criterion, although Ohio and
I1linois also lost some ground.

Comp~red to national per pupil expenditures for education in the 1984-85
school year, South Carolina and Louisiana were substantially lower than the
national average while Connecticut and New Jersey were substantially higher.
Per pupil expenditures for education increased between 1981-82 and 1984-85 in
Connecticut (32.3 percent), South Carolina (29.9 percent), Florida (18.1
percent), and Ohio (17.3 percent). These four States also increased their
standing relative to the national average per pupil expenditures, particularly
Connecticut. The remaining four states (California, I1linois, Louisiana, and
New Jersey) lost ground compared to *he national average in the same period,
although New Jersey's per pupil expenditures still remain substantially above
the national average. (See Table II1.2.) Based on State-reported data,
expenditures for specia'! education and related services in 1984-85 were
highest in I1linois ($4,980 per child) and Ohio ($4,704 per child) and lowest
in South Carolina ($1,429 per child) and L~uisiana ($3,005 per child). (See
Table II.3.)
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TABLE 11.1

PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME
(In Dollars)

1977 1980 1983 1986 Change 1977-1986 _
Per Percent Per Percent Per Percent Per Percent Per Percent

State Capita of Capita of Capita of Capita of Capita of
Personal Mat ional Personal  Mational  Personal National Personal  Mational Personai National

Income Average _ Income Average Income Average Income  Average Income Avera
Caiifornia 8,373 114.79 11,603 116.98 13,927 115.12 16,904 115.46 + 8,531 +0.67
Connect icut 8,(63 117.40 12,110 122.09 15,445 127.67 19,600 133.87 +11,037 +16.47
Florida 6,907 94.69 9,765 98.45 12,147 100.41 14,646 100.03 +7,739 +5.34
Ilinois 8,292 113.68 10,840 109.29 12,891 106.55 15,586 106.45 +7,29% -1.23
Louisiana 6,049 82.93 8,682 87.53 10,458 86.44 11,193 76.45 + 5,144 -6.48
New Jersey 8,348 114.45 11,579 116.74 14,894 123.11 18,626 127.22 +10,278 +12.77
Ohio 7,341 100.64 9,723 98.02 11,563 95.58 13,933 95.16 + 6,592 -5.48
South Carolina 5,563 76.27 7,587 76.49 9,328 77.10 11,299 .17 +5,736 +0.90

Nat ion 7,294 --- 9,919 --- 12,098 -- 14,641 -- + 7,34 -

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Business.

Amount = Per capita personal income (in dollars).

Percent of National Average - Per capita personal income as a percentage of nationwide per capita personal inccme for that year.




TABLE 11.2

EDUCATION EXFENDITURES PER PUPIL
(In Constant 1985-86 Dollars)

1981-82 1984-85 1981-82 to 1984-85
ange 1in

Percent Jf Percent of Change  Percent of
State Amount E;g;;;?gales Amount Ex::;;ggiﬁes Q!;Ent Exgzﬁéggzles
California 3,088 97.9 3,350 93.81 +262 -4.16
Connecticut 3,686 116.94 4,876 136.54 +1,193 +19.60
Florida 2,825 89.63 3,335 93.39 <510 +2.76
Illinois 3,395 107.71 3,641 1r1.96 +246 -5.75
Louisiana 2,994 94.99 3,077 86.17 +83 -8.82
New Jersey 4,248 134.77 4,634 129.77 +386 -5.00
Ohio 2,881 91.40 3.380 94.65 +499 +3.25
South Carolina 2,205 69.96 2,864 80.20 +659 +10.24
Nation 3,571 -- 3,152 - +419 .-

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Current 8usiness.
Amount = Education expenditures per pupil (in constant 1985-86 dollars).

Percent of National Expenditures = Education expenditures per pupil as a percentage of
nationwide education expenditures per pupil for that year.
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TABLE 1.3

PER CAPITA EXPENDITUXES FOR SPECIAL
EDUCATION AND RELATED SERVICES
1984-85 SCHOOL YEAR
(In Dollars)

% of
State Local State Federal Total Nﬁéﬁ?ﬂ:]
California 281 2,779 240 3,300 126.87
Connecticut 2,039 1,623 197 3,859 148.37
Florida 913 1,905 202 3,020 116.11
Iinois 2,508 2,101 372 4,980 191.46
Louisiana 552 2,274 179 3,005 115.53
New Jersey 1,416 2,334 259 4,009 154.13
Ohio 1,531 2,908 265 4,704 180.85
South Carolina 357 831 240 1,429 54.94
Median of A1l States 775 1,568 258 2,601 --
and DC

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, 1989.
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Economic conditions in the case study States differed substantially from

one aiother in the post-P.L. 94-142 period. During that time, Connecticut and
Florida increased more in both per capita income and educational exnanditures
per pupil than did the other six States. conversely, Louisiana and I1linois
experienced greater declines on those indicators of economic w211-being than
did the other States. However, current figures indicate that Connecticut, New
Jersey, and Illinois remain high in per caoita income and per pupil
expenditures.

Among the States visited, general economic trends were reported by State
officials to have influenced the ability of State education officials to
affect change in separate facilities. In Louisiana, and to a lesser extent,
in I11inois and Ohio, worsening economic conditions were reported to have made
it difficult for the States to undertake significant education initiatives.
However, case study responcents in those States noted that economic
difficulties had in some cases improved interagency cooperation in the
provision of services to handicapped students. liew Jersey and Connecticut,
on the other hand, have been experiencing economic growth and development
which are more conducive to programs of educational improvements. However,
as case-study respondents across the States noted, special education has not
always benefited as might be expected, since general education reform has

meant that monies sometimes have been concentrated or those initiatives.

B. STUDENT POPULATION
Since the population of students to be served determines the provision
of special education in any State, the size of the population age 0 through

21, the numbi~ of handicapped students served, and State entitlement age
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ranges are the basic parameters determining the number of students served in
the special education system as a whole.

In six of the eignt States under study, the resident population aged
3 through 21 has declined since 1976-77. (See Table il.4.) OCnly in
California and Florida have these populations increased, in California by
approximately 4 percent and in Florida Ly approximately 11 percent. While not
all persons in this age range are in the educational system, case study
respondents in States with increases noted that this factor puts classroom
space at a premium for all programs, both regular and special education. In
Coanecticut, I1linois, New Jersev, and Ohio the population aged 3 through 21
declined by 14 percent or more; in Louisian. the population declined slightly
as was true of South Carolina.

The case study States served more handicapped students as a fraction
of their populations in 1986-87 than they had in 1976-77. (See Table II.5.)
Currently between 5.2 percent and 8.6 percent of these States' 3 through
2i year old populations are served as handicapped. This compares with the
national rate of 6.5 percent. Louisiana and California served the fewest
students proportionately while Connecticut and New Jersey served the most
students proportionately. These differences are related to, although not
perfect]l, correlated th, the varied entitlement age ranges of these States.
At the time of this study California and Louisiana provided special education
services to children from birth to 21 years of age, which results in a lower
ratio of total handicapped students served to the resident nopulation age 3

through 21. (See Table II.6.)
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TABLE II.4

ESTIMATED RESIDENT POPULATION
AGE 3 THROUGH 21

(In Thousands)

Percent Change in

opulatijon
1976-77 1985-86
Population —_ to to
State 1976-77 1985-86 . )86-87 1986-87 1986-87
California 7,092 7,200 7,363 3.86 2.31
Connecticut 1,021 844 833 -18.41 -1.30
Florida 2,525 2,757 2,810 11.29 1.92
I1Tinois 3,802 3,316 3,255 -14.39 -1.84
Louisiana 1,444 1,427 1,414 -2.08 -0.91
New Jersey 2,398 2,063 2,010 -16.18 -2.57
Ohio 3,687 3,105 3,059 -17.03 -1.48
South Carolina 1,035 1,014 1,019 -1.55 0.49
Nation 72 782 67,877 67,558 -0.07 0.005

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, unpublished data.

NOTE: Not all members of the resident population age 3 through 21 are
enrolled in educational programs.
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TABLE 11.5
NUMBER OF CHILDREN SERVED AS HANDICAPPED
ANO TOTAL RESIDENT POPULATION
AGE 3 THROUGH 21

1976-77 and 1986-87

1976-77 1986-8/
Nandicagged Handi
Students Served Students
Children as a percent of Children as a Percent of
Served as Res ident Resident Population Served as Resident Resident Populat fon
State Hand icapped Population Age 3-21 tiand icapped Population _Age 3-2]

California 332,291 7,092,000 4.69 391,217 7,355,000 5.31
" Connecticut 62,085 1,021,000 6.08 64,758 833,000 .17
Florida 117,257 2,525,000 4.64 181,651 2,810,000 6.46
Ilinois 229,797 3,802,000 6.04 248,169 3,255,000 7.62
— Louisiana 86,989 1,444,000 6.07 73,852 1,414,000 5.22
.: New Jersey 145,077 2,398,000 6.05 172,018 2,010,000 8.56
& ohio 166,101 2,687,000 4.51 199,211 3,059,000 6.51
South Carolina 72,357 1,035,000 6.99 73,299 1,019,000 7.19
Nation 3,703,033 72,782,000 5.08 4,421,601 67,558,000 6.5C

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, 1979 and 1988.

NOTE: Number of children served as handicapped was reported by the States to the U.S. Department of Education as of December )st of each year.
*mended report dated 3/23/77.
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TABLE II.5
ENTITLEMEN ¢ AGE RANGES FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION

——state ' Age Range
California 0 through 21
Connecticut 3 through 21
Florida 3 through 21
I1linois 3 through 20°
Louisiana 0 through 21
New Jersey 3 through 21
Ohio 5 through 21

South Carolina 5 through 21°

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Division of Assistance to the States,
January 1988.

*From birth for children with visual, hearing, or physical handicaps or who
are trainable or profoundly mentally handicapped. Some districts provide
services through age 18.

*Includes also the period from 21st birthday to end of same school year
including the following summer term if designated in an IEP.

¢ Includes also 4 year old visually impaired and hearing impaired children.
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C. EDUCATIONAL CONTEXT

This section includes- a description of special education legislation in
the case study States, particularly as it applies to separate facilities for
handicapped students. It also includes a brief description of the impact of
advocacy group activity and litigation on separate facilities. This section
is introduced by a discussion of the general education reform movements in the

case study States.

1. Genera! Education Reform
As with States across the nation (see Bodner, Clark, and Mellard, 1987),
the case study States had implemented notable reforms in education since the
1980's. Most of the reforms did not specifically address special education
nor separate facilities for ha ‘capped students; in fact, in several States,
the populations of these faciiities have been exempted from change. For
example, students with severe handicaps are frequently exempted from testing
programs or are awarded special rather than regular diplomas. However, the
full impact of general education reform movements on special education and on
separate facilities for handicapped students has yet to be determined, as
States work to implement these reforms.
The following is a brief description of the main provisions of general
education reform in each case study State:
o Calif¢rpia passed the Hughes-Hart Educational Reform Act
in 1983 which set Statewide graduation requirements,
strengthened the State's discipline code, devoted more monies

to textbooks, increased funding for schools, raised teacher
standards, and set up a Statewide accountability program.
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o In 1986 Connecticut passed its Educational Enhaicement Act
which, in addition to establishing accountability provisions,
also increased teacher salaries and certification, inservice,
and preservice requirements.

o Florida enacted RAISE (Raising Achievement in Secondary
Education) in 1982 which established curriculum standards and
graduation requirements for all education programs,

o Illinois passed its Educational Reform Act in 1985 which
defined course requirements, specified a set of knowledge and
skills necessary for students to master, increased standards
for educalion personnel, and created a student assessment
process through proficiency testing.

0 Louisjana established alternative programs for students having
problems in school and enacted the Louisiana Quality of
Education Act in 1985 which funds new and innovatijve
educational programs. The State also created a Statewide
testing program which has yet to be implemented.

0 In New Jersey, the Governor created a reform agenda in 1983
called the Blueprint for Excellence which raised minimum
teacher salaries, upgraded certification requirements,
upgraded the State's basic skills test, and upgraded high
school graduation requirements.

o In 1983, Qhio established new minimum standards for all
chartered schoo’s, in such areas as educational programming,
iength of school day, student-teacher ratios, staff
development, and staff certification.

o In 1985 South Carolina's Educational Improvemert Act created
a system of accountability in education. "« requires the
availabil-*y of compensatory and remedial services for all
students, an exit exam for graduation, procedures for

expulsion and suspension, due process, and lengthening of the
school day.

2. Special Education Legislation

With the exception of Louisiana, all of the case study States had a
mandatory special education law covering some handicapped students prior to
the passage of P.L. 94-142, Moreover, the periou following the passage of
the Act was a period of legislative and regulatory activity as the States
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attempted to confurm with all the mandates of the new Federal legislation.
This period also saw specific actions taken in most of the States to assure
that students in separate facilities, particularly in those operated by other
State agencies, were being served in accordance with the Federal mandate.

A1l States have statutes specifically dealing with the provision of
special education services to handicapped students. The statutes generally
define eligibility for special education services, set up funding mechanisms,
provide for the formation of intermediate educational units or other
consortion of local districts in service delivery, and define SEA authority
over facilities operated by other State agencies. The most important impacts
of such statutes for separate facilities have been on placement decisions and
funding of placements in separate facilities.

California. Between 1975 and 1980, California implemented the California
Master Plan for Special Education which completely revamped special education
programs and legisiation. The major changes were a movement from categorical
to non-categorical programming and revisions in the funding formula; the SELPA
concept, a regionalization of services, was also developed at this time. Some
provisions of this legislation have resulted in decreased use of separate
facilities.

Before implementation of the Master Plan, counties had a mandate to serve
the }wst severely handicapped students from small districts; they also had
taxing authority for construction of facilities, providing an incentive for
separate "isolated" schools. Under the Master Plan, counties were no ionger
required to serve these students because of the regionalization of districts,

but many counties continued to do so in their separate facilities; all new
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construction had to be approved by the State, and requests had to be
accompanied by counts of students as justification. In 1986, legislation was
enacted prohibiting construction of self-contained facilities for the
handicapped and requiring that new facility construction be designed and
located on regular school sites to maximize interaction between handicapped
and nonhandicapped students. In-1986, legislation was also enacted reguiring
the State special schools to charge sending districts 10 percent of the cost
of a student's program; previously, districts could send students at no
i-arge.

Connecticut. In 1967, a universal State mandate was passed for
al? handicapped children. The legislation gave school districts the
responsibility for educating handicapped students then served in separate
facilities for the deaf, blind, and mentally retarded. This occurred
simultaneously with the deinstitutionalization movement in the State. In
1977, the State created a policy on legal and fiscal responsibility for
students in medical or psychiatric care facilitjes noting that these students
are the educational responsibility of their home school district.

The State issued several policy statements betwer2n 10980 and 984
clarifying issues related to the placement of students in separate faciiitirs
for the handicapped. First, the State specified placement options and placed
time limits on the number of years students could be served in private and
out-of-State placements (3 and 2 years respectively); thereafter, annual
approval was required. Second, the State clarified the relationship between
the entity making placements in residential facilities and the reason for this

placement, maintaining that if an educational entity made the piacement it was
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to be prqsumed that the placement was made for educational reasons. Third,
a memorandum of ‘understanding v “th the Office for Civil Rights noted that if
a school district places a student in a program other than its own, it had
done so to carry out the requirement for a free, appropriate public education,
and therefore it must accept full financial responsibility for the placement.

In the 1985-86 schoo: sear legislation became effective which required
the State education agency to pay 100 percent of any special c¢ducation costs
borne by districts that were cver five times the average per punil cost in the
district. The legislation, known as the excess cost grant, recognized the
high costs of educating certain individual students, whether in district
programs or out-of-district piacements. When the legislatio» was first
implemented, there was concern that it might encourage districts to place
students in separate facilities. However, this is not believed to have been
the result; an increase in the total amount of State funds paid to districts
since the legisiation was enacted was generally attributed by SEA staff to
inflation affecting the costs of special.education in general and increasing
numbers ¢f applications for reimpursement as district staff become familiar
with the procedures. .

Florida. Between 1968 and 1973 the mandate in Florida to serve students

who had previously not deen inciuded in the public education system (the
largest propurtion of whom were trainable mentally handicapped students) was
reported to have encouraged construction of separate schools by districts.
‘hirty five separate centers were bduilt with general capital outlay State
funding. Since 1973 State policy has generally discouraged the use of

separate facilities.
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Two major changes in Florida's special education system were legislated
in 1979; full idcorporation of the profoundly handicapped into the education
system, and assumption of responsibility for the education of children in
State-operéted faciliiies by local public schools.

In 1982, Florida's RAiSE legislation on general education reform set
specific standards and graduation requirements for all education programs;
curriculum frameworks and standards specific to special education have been
developed based on the RAISE requirements.

I1linois. Special education became mandatory in I1linois in 1965, and
the schools became responsible for serving students they had not previously
been required to serv.. Legislation, rewritten in 1978 in response to
P.L. 94-142, addressed special education costs for children attending private
schoois, public out-of-State schools or private special education facilities
and created the Governor's Purchased Care Review Board. A section of- this
legislation also states that the resident school d:-*trict is responsible for
the costs of tuition and r.lated services, partially reimbursed by the State
according to a specific funding formula, when the full continuum of services
provided by the district can be shown to be inadequate to meet the needs of
the c%11d due to his or her handicapping condition and the school or facility
is in compliance v.ith the rules and regulations of the State Superintendent.

Louisiana. Louis.ana's special education law, the Exceptional Children's
Act, was pcssed in 1977. It provides for services for three to 21 year olds
with services permitted for students less than three years old who have severe
problems which would be compounded if service were not provided before they

reached school ae. This law provided for the establishment of the Special
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School District #1 (SSD #1) to provide education services in facilities
operated hy other State agencies. It also outlined the State's funding
formula for exceptiinal education.

New Jersey. In'1972, Chapter 212 of New Jersey's education law was
passed providing for general and special education for all children. In 1979
the New Jersey State Assembly passed ihe State Facilities Education Act; it
was designed to ensure that children in State facilities would receive the
same educational opportunities as students in public schools. The Act
repealed a 1972 statute which had created the Garden State School District,
a State School district for institutions.

The State Facilities Education Act 1) provided State aid for the
education of children in State facilities, 2) set up mechanisms for
determining the district of residence for these children and for determining
financial responsibility for the funding of their education, and 3) provided
a stable tinancial base for these programs. In July 1980 the Department of
Human Services set up an Office of Education, as required by the Act, which
implements education programs for students in its facilities in compliance
with both New J=rsey education code and EHA.

In 1987 legislation went into effect to implement an actual cost funding
systen ‘or private facilities for the handicapped, permitting private separate
facilities to charge districts their-actual allow:ole costs for educational
services. As expacted, this funding change was associated with increased
costs for districts placing students in private facilities.

Ohio. In 967, Ohio established a system of comprehensive, cradle-to-

grave services for persons with moderate to profound mental retardation
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admiristered by County Boards of Mental Retardation composed of citizens with

specific interest in mental rétardation. The Boards were charged with

developing, operating, and funding programs for children and adults. In 1972,‘
the State universal special cducation law was passed; however, students with

1Qs under 50 remained the responsibility of the County Roards of Mental

Retardation. In 1976 enactment of Ohio's amendment to establish conformity
between Federal and Ohio special education law gave the State Board of

Education sole responsibility for all programs of special education in Ohio.

In 1977 “he Stat Board of Education adopted a single set of standards for all

special education programs and personnel; all institutional and County Board

programs were also required to be chartered. However, the State departments

of mental retardation and mental health retained control of operating and
monitoring these same programs through already existing administrative

structures. In 1985 special education unit funding and responsibility for

monitoring of county board of MR/DD programs (but not State-operated

facilities) was transferred to the Ohio Department of Education.

South Carolina. The State's mandatory special education law was passed
in 1972; prior to tais the State encouraged the creation of special education
programs but did not mandate them.

The State's recent education reform legislation, the rJucation
Improvement Act (EIA) of 1985, made two specific references to programs for
the handicapped: a Continuum of Care and the funding of programs for the
profoundly and trainable mentally handicapped. The State Board of Education
contracts with the Continuum of Care system to provide services for severely

emotionally disturbed students. The reform legislation also included the
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development of a formula to finance programs for the profoundly and trainable
mentally retardéd, resolving an issue raised by a 1978 opinion by the State
Attorney General that the profoundly mentally handicapped were the
responsibility of 1§ca1 school districts not the Department of Mantal
Retardation. However, funding for these students had not been included in

-

the State's finance act.

3. Advocacy Group Action and Court Cases

Interest groups have played an influential role in local, State and
Federal policymaking regarding the provision of education for students with
handicaps. They have initiated court cases on behalf of particular
handicapping populations and have focused attention on policies affecting
where - students receive special education and related services (Weiner and
Hume, 1987). This section presents 2 description of the noteworthy court
cases in the case study Sta’es related to placement in separate facilities and
describes how State policymakers view the impact of advocacy grou s on
placements and improvements in separate facilities.

Court Cases. Five of the eight case study States had one or more court
cases related to placement in :.eparate facilities, while in South Carolina,
Florida, and New Jersey thore has not been a far reaching case on placements
of students with handicaps in separate facilities. The major court cases in
the other States generally focused on use of separzie facilities, particularly
residential facilities, operated by otheé State age.cii 5. The cutcomes of
these cases had implications for piace: :nt “ecisions, the role of the LEA and

SEA in making and monitoring placement:s, and funding of the costs of
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educational versus residential components of placements. In no case, was the

court case specifically concerned with educational practice or programming at
separate facilities.

Advocacy Group Activities. The States have felt conflicting pressures
from advocacy groups interesced in keeping separate facilities open with
“adequate" funding and from advocacy groups fighting to close separate
facilities to assure the least restrictive environment principle. In the
survey of State divisions of special education, State staff were asked to
assess the impact of various professional, interest, and advocacy groups on
changes in placement in separate fa 1lities and on improvements in educational
services in separate facilities.

Parent-advocacy organizations were viewed as having a great deal of
impact on chénges in placements_in_ separate facilities by State staffs in
California and Louisiana: only in Florida were they seen to have had little
or no impact. (See Table II1.7.) Survey respondents in California and
Leuisiana also maintained that professional organizations had a notable impact
on separate placements while staff in Connecticut Ahd South Carolina believed
they had at least some impact.  However, no State reported unions or
association of teachers or related services personnel having an impact on
where students are piaced. Leadership by individuals outside the SEA (such
as individua?l parents, special education leaders, and facility administrators)
was judged to have a great deal of influence on placement decisicns by

I1linois and California and some impact by New Jersey, Ohio, Connecticut, and

Louisiana.
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TABLE 11.7

INPACT OF GROUPS OM CHANGES IN PLACEMENTS IN SEPARATE FACILITIES.
AS REPORTED BY SEA SPECIAL EDUCATiOM DIVISIONS

“Leadership
Parent Unions o Associations of of
Advocacy Professional Teachers or Related Individuals
Organizations Associr.t ions Services Professionals Outsioe SEA
California Great Deal Great Deal Little/None Great Deal
Connect jicut Some Some Little/None Some
florida Little/None Little/None Little/None Little/None
IMlincis Some Little/Noe Little/None Great Deal
Louisiana Great Deal Great Deal Little/None Some
New Jersey Some Little/None Little/None Some
Ohio Some Little/None Little/None Some
South Carolina Some Some Little/None Little/None
Average of all States* 2.3 1.7 1.1 1.8

SOURCE::

Some = 2

Great Deal = 3

Survey of SEA Special Education Divisions,
responded to the survey.

S Little/None = 1

conducted in 1988 as part of this study. The District of Columbia and all States except Hawaii




Parent advccacy groups were reported to substantially influence
improvements in ‘separate facilities in F'~rida and California; for example,
in Florida parent advocacy groups were influextial in generating State funding
for the ronstruction of new facilities for trainable mentally handicapped
students, to replace buildings not designed for special education programs.
Only New Jersey saw parents groups as having little or no influence. (See
Table I1.8.) The impact of professional associations was judged to be slight
in New Jersey and Ohio, great in Louisiana and California, and moderate in the
other case study States. A1l States viewed unions or associations of teachers
or related services personnel as having little or no impact on improvements
in separate faci.ities. Leadership by individuals outside the SEA had a great
deal of impact on educational improvements in separate facilities according
to State staff in California and I1linois and some impact was reported by
staff in Connecticut, Louisiana, and Mew Jersey. New Jersey and Connecticut
also held that SEA personnel had a great deal of influence on the improvement
of services in separate facilities.

To summarize, unions or associations of teachers or related services
personnel were generally viewed as not influential in making changes at
separate facilities by respondents in the case study States. This was true
for both placement decisions and program improvements. Parent advocacy groups
and other individuals or agencies were seen as the most effective groups in
influencing changes in separate facilities. Individual leadership within the

State was also recognized as a factor affecting separate facilities.
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TABLE 11.8

IMPACT OF GROUPS ON IMPROVEMENTS IN SEPARATE FACILITIES,
AS REPORTED 8Y SEA SPECIAL EDUCATION DIVISIONS

Leadership
Parent Unions or Associations of of -
Advocacy Professional Teachers or Related * Individuals ]
jons ons si N
California Great bust Great Dea! Litt1e/None Great Deal . .
Connect icut Some Some ) Little/None Some
Florida Great Deal Some Little/None Little/None
Ilinois Some Some Little/None Great Deal
Louistana . Some Great Deal Lite 2, mone Some :
()
F o Mew Jersey Litt 1e/None Litt le/None Litt1e/None Some
w
)
Ohio Some Little/done Litt1e/None Do Not Know
South Carolina Some Some Little/None Litt1e/None
Average of a)l States* 2.2 1.7 1.2 1.8

SOURCE:  Survey of SEA Special Education Divisions, conducted in 1988 as part of this study. The District of Columbia and all States exrept Hawaii
responded to the survey.

¢ Little/None = 1
Some = 2
Great Deal = 3
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D. SUMMARY )

This chaptér has examined how the case study States vary on several
dimensions of their economic and educational context. Some dimensions, such
as general economic ciiaate and educational reform policies, may have only an
indirect impact cn separate facilities. Others, however, (including State
legislation. court actions, and advocacy group efforts) have specifically
addressed the role of separate facilities in the special education system.

Since the enactment of P.L. 94-142, all the case study States have passed
legislation to expand special education services to all students with
handicaps and to strengthen the State educatior agency's authority over all
special education progra :, particularly those at State-operated facilities.
More recentiy, all Stat.s have implemented some type of education reform
policies as well, although these generally do not directly apply to special
education programs or facilities. Most States have experienced litigation
related to the placement of students in separate facilities, and State
special education staff in most States agreed that parent advocacy groups,
professional associations, and/or individu2l leaders outside the State
educational system have made important contri*tions to changes in placement
patterns and improvements in programming at separate facilities.

The dim2nsions on which the case study States differ most prominently are
general economic climate and population growth. (See Table I1.9.) SEA staff
in States experiencinyg substantial economic growth or that currently enjoy
relative prosperity were more optimistic about availability of rasources to

foster and support improvements in special education programs and services at
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TABLE 11.9 ' -

LISTRIBUTION OF CASE STUDY STATES 3;

ON ECONOMIC AND STUDENT POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS : E

Per Change in Expenditure Change in Proportion School-Aged 1%

Capita Per Capita for School-Age Population Served as ]

State Income Income Education Population Handicapped - v
California Above Average Above Average Average Increase Below Average §
Connecticut Substantially Substantially Substantially Decrease Above Average f
Above Average Above Average Above Average P

Florida Average Above Average Average Increase Average <

H
Eg I1linois Average Average Average Decrease Above Average g
Louisiana Below Average Below Average Below Average Small Decrease Below Average %

New Jersey Substantially Substantially Substantially Decrease Above Average g?
Above Average Above Average Above Average &

Ohio Below Average Below Average Average Decrease Average :

South Carolina

Below Average

Below Average

Below Average

Small Increase

Abeve Average

SOURCE: Based on analyses presented throughout Chapter II.
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separate facilities. Separate facilities in States where the school-aged
populations are ‘increasing in size were noted by respondents in those States
as important providers within the total special education system because of
pressure on classroom‘space in other educational environments. The  next
chapter presents a description of the agencies involved in the delivery of
special education services in the case study States and the associated
patterns of service delivery in separate day and residential facilities for
the handicapped. It also examines the structure and functions of the division
within the State educational agency that is responsible for overseeing the

special education system.
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I1I. STRUCTURE OF STATE SPECIAL EDUCATION SYSTEMS

State education agencies are charged with implementing State policy
concerning the delivéry of special education services. They are the key
actors in the coordination of services and must assure State compliance with
EHA. Local school districts are the principal providers of special education

services to students. However, in most States, there is a history of special

education service delivery involving one or more State agencies such as
departments of mental retardation, mental health, chiidren and family
services, and corrections. In some States, the State education agency also
provides some direct services to handicapped students through facilities
operated by the SEA.

This chapter takes three approaches to describing the special education
system as it relates to separate educational programs for studenis with
handicaps in the case study States. The chapter begins with a summary of the
most recent information on the patterns of student placement in separate
facilities in the case study States. Next, it describes the agencies and
organizations, public and private, that operate special education programs in
separate facilities. Finally, the chapter ends with a description of the
organizational units within the State education agencies that have
responsibility for overseeing the special educa*ion system, including separate

facilities.

A. PATTERNS OF SEPARATE FACILITY USE
The eight case study States exemplify different patterns of use of

separate facilities as reported in the 1986-87 annual reports from the States.'

'California is not included in this analysis because the State did not
report data comparable to those of the other States.
Q ®
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For all handicapping conditions, Ohio served the most students in separate
day and residential facilities as a function of the total number of
hanaicapped students served, almost 13 percent. (See Table I11.1.)  New
Jersey served the neit highest proportion of students in these facilities
followed in order by Lohisiana, Connecticut, I1linois, and Florida. South
Carolina served the smallest proportion in separate schools, about 3 percent.
The States also differ in the percentage of students with vairjous
handicaps served in separate facilities. (See Table III.1.) 1In 1986-87,
South Carolina served approximately 5 percent of mentally retarded and multi-
handicapped students in separate facilities, while Florida, Louisiana, and
New Jersey served over 30 percent in such facilities. With the exception of
South Carolina, all of the case study States served a higher proportion of
mentally retarded and/or multi-handicapped students in separate facilities
than was true of the nation as a whole (14.46 percent), although Ohio's
proportion was only slightly higher than that for the nation.
South Carolina was again lowest among the case study States in serving
out 7 pe -1t of its :motionally disturbed students in separate facilities;
Florida served approx:imateiy 12 percent of its emotionally disturbed students
in these facilities. Florida and South Carolina served smaller proportions
of emotionally disturbed students in separate facilities, than was true for
the entire country (16.11 percent). 1In comparison, Ohio served 45 percent
and New Jersey served 38 percent of their emotionally disturbed students in
separate facilities.
ITlinois served approximately 12 percent of sensory impaired students in

separate facilities while South Carolina served about 14 percent. These
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TABLE 111.1
PERCENT .OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS SERVED IN ALL SEPARATFE

DAY AND RESIDENTIAL ENVIRONMENTS BY HANDICAPPING CONDITION'

1986-87
Mentally
All Retarded/ Emotionally Sensory
tate Conditions Multij-handicapped isturbed Impairments

California’ -- - -- --
Connecticut 8.2 24.5 22.6 32.0
Florida 6.9 31.2 12.3 21.2
INinois 7.5 23.8 26.8 12.3
Louisiana 8.8 31.2 22.2 25.7
New Jersey 10.4 42.3 37.7 31.4
Ohio 12.7 17.6 45.0 15.8
South Carolina 3.3 9.0 6.9 14.0
Nation 5.9 14.5 16.1 19.7

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, 1989.

*Percentage is based on all students with a particular handicapping
condition.

*California did not report data in comparable form.
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States and Ohio served ,-oportions smaller than the national figure (19.65
percent) in separate facilities, while Louisiana served 26 percent,
Connecticut served 32 percent, and New Jersey served 31 percent of sensory
impaired students in separate facilities.

Among the case study States, Connecticut (53 percent) and New Jersey (46
percent) served relatively large proportions of their students placed in
separate facilities at private schools, while South Carolina (10 percent)
served the smallest proportion of students in private facilities (the national
figure was 34.5 percent). Historical patterns relating to the role of private
facilities in both general and special education were cited as a major factor
in current use of those facilities. It was also noted that private facilities
tend to serve the emotionally and behaviorally disordered populations which
have proven difficult for school districts to serve. In some States, private
facilities are viewed as a viable option in the continuum of placements for
special education service delivery. Connecticut, I11inois, and New Jersey are
examples of such States. Also, parochial (private) schools are widely used
in Louisiana and. until recently, a Nonpublic School Corporation funneled
State monies to students voluntarily enrolled in nonpublic schools. Now, when
students are placed in approved nonpublic schools, the student is the
responsibility of the placing school system.

In summary, most of the case study States served more handicapped
students in separate facilities during the 1986-87 school year than was true
for the nation as a whole. South Carolina, which served fewer students with
all handicapping conditions in separate facilities, is the exception.

(onnecticut, Louisiana, New Jersey, and Ohio generally served substantially
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higher proportions of students with handicaps in separate ficilities.
Connecticut and. New Jersey also used private facilities more than did the

other case study States and the nation.

B. PUBLIC AGENCIES PROVIDING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES

States utilize a number of local, regional, and State public agencies in
providing special education to handicapped students in a variety of settings.
This section focuses specifically on the role of these agencies in providing

educational services in separate facilities.

1. Local Public Agency Responsibilities in Special Education

Local education agencies (school districts) are responsible for providing
special education and related scrvices to students with handicaps, and under
certain cond}tions may elect to do so by placing students in separate
facilities including separate facilities operated by the district or by a
consortium of districts. As required by the provisions of the Education of
the Handicapped Act, responsibility for overseeing the education of all
special education student<, including those educated outside of the district
or by other public agencies, is to be retained by the public education system,
primarily by local districts.

The number of operating school districts in the case study States ranges
from 1,025 in California to 66 in Louisiana (I1linois has 988, Ohio 615,
New Jersey 592, Connecticut 16¢, South Carolina 91, and Florida 67). In most
of the case study States, some intermediate units, consortia of districts, or

regional or county agencies exist, either established in law or in practice,

’Since 1987, consolidation have resulted in 612 districts in Ohio.
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for the provision of special education services. In addition, four States
(Louisiana, Connecticut, South Carolina, and California) have created special
school districts for education programs run iﬁ other agencies.

The remainder of this section presents a State-by-State summary of the
local education system in each of the case study States, focusing on the role
of the system in providing snecial education services in separate facilities.

California has 58 county education offices in addition to its 1,028 local
education agencies responsible for the delivery of direct services to
handicapped students. Both types of agencies are considered to be local
agencies, although the county offices of education function more 1like
intermediate units; that is they provide only very specialized types of
services, such as special education and education for school-aged children in
the custody of the juvenile court. The State Department of Education requires
local districts and county offices to join together to form special education
local plan areas (SELPAs) to ensure the availability of services for all
eligible handicapped children; there are currently 109 SELPAs in the State.

Prior to the State's Master Plan, counties in California had
responsibility for serving severely handicapped students for all local
districts with fewer than 8,000 students in average daily attendance.
Frequently special education developmental centers were built by the counties
and were purposely not located near regular school buildings so as not to
encroach on regular school grounds. Many of these facilities are still in
existence.

In Connecticut the 169 local education agencies or districts include

nineteen regional school districts, comprised of two or more towns which join

111.68

1ng




together to provide educational services, which are fiscally independent with
their own budgets and taxing authorities. In addition to the districts, three
State agencies, the Departmeats of Mental Retardation, Children and Youth
Services, and Corrections, operate special education programs that are
designated as special unified school districts, and are subject to the same
requirements as other school districts.

Apart from the local districts, regional school districts, and special
unified districts, Connecticut also has six Regional Education Service Centers
(RESCs) which are intermediate units which provide both special education and
general education programs and services. For the most part the RESC special
education programs serve very specialized populations through day programs,
many operated in separate facilities.

Elorida has a county school system in which each of the 67 counties in
the State operates its own school district. The districts have primary
responsibility for the provision of special education and some operate
separate day schools. Children residing in State institutions are the
responsibility of the district in which the facility is located. LEAs are
also responsible for serving children in training schools for adjudicated
youth, whether or not they are handicapped.

Although there are no formal intermediate units, districts sometimes form
cooperative arrangements among themselves for the provision of services,
typically for students with low incidence handicaps.

In 11inois special education services are provided by either a special
education division within a single district, or some type of joint agreement

among districts. All together, there are 90 individual distrizts and joint
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agreements offering special education services in I1linois. The Joint
agreements themselves fall along a continuum from centralized to decentralized
Joinu agreements. Centralized joint agreements employ staff, assign .taff to
the local districts,.and are responsible for service delivery, often in
separate facilities, to the more severely handicapped studerts from vie member
districts. In a decentralized joint agreement, most staff are hired by the
local districts and only certain services such as psychological or social work
services are provided jointly. Joint agreements may also purchase services
from a local district.

There are eleven regional programs for low incidence handicap groups,
including one in Chicago. These programs were developed initially to provide
programs ard services to the low incidence population, primarily deaf,
visually impaired, and orthopedically impaired children, thus providing an
option in the continuum of services before consideration of residential
placement. The programs provide consultation, coordination of services,
resource identification, in-service training, high cost diagnostic services
generally not available in districts, and parent-infant (birth to three)
programs. The regioral programs may also provide direct services to stulents.

In Loyjsiany there are 64 parishes (school districts), two city school
systems, an¢ the Special School District #1 (SSD #1) which administers all
education programs in residential schools operated by tiie State departments
of mental retardation, mental health, and corrections. SSD #1 is considered
an intermediate school district. Some parishes in the State .ave formed

collaboratives to serve low incidence populations such as the deaf or blin .
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The Staie Board of Education has responsibility for students served in schools
operated by the SEA.

New Jersey has a large number of local districts. In order to provide
special education se;vices, particularly to low incidence populations, a
variety of intermediate units have been developed, including educational
service coomissions, special services districts, and jointures. Educational
service commissions (ESCs) are to provide general support services to school
dictricts in all areas of education; they are part of the county offices cf
education and thus under the supervis’ion of thé Division ~ County and
Regional Services of the State Department of Education, rather than the
Division of Special Education. Most provide auxiliary services such as
transportation and materials although some provide direct services through
separate programs. The four county special services districts were created
to provide programs to handicapped students; they have specific legislative
authority and are officially school districts. They were mandated to serve
severely handicapped populations. Jointures were aiso created specifically
to serve handicapped students; only one is in existence.

In addition, there are county vocational schools in all but two of the
21 counties in New Jersey; they operate as separate schocl districts with
their own boards, and all offer special education services.

In Qhjo there are three basic types of school districts. Most are "local
districts" within the county school districts, but there are also city school
districts and exes)ted village districts. Local districts within the counties
may provide their own special education programs, they may opt to share

programs, or they may participate in county board of education programs.
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County programs typically previde psychological services, speech and language
therapy, and other related services. Smail school districts typically look
to regional programs to serve students with low incidence handicaps; thus,
County programs most often serve emotionally disturbed and multihandicapped
students. Small districts also send students to nearby large districts for
services.

In South Carolina, local districts are primarily responsible for
providing special education; counties play no role in education. There are
multidistrict programs which are run by one district but attended by students
from other districts; these programs are generally located in schools serving
non-handicapped students as well. In these arrangements, districts contract
with other districts for services after developing the child's 1EP, and most
of these arrangements pertain to students with low incidence handicaps such
as those with visual and hearing handicaps and exist between two districts.

One consortium of thirteen districts exists.

2. Separate Facilities Operated by the State Education Agency

In all but two States (South Carolina and Connecticut’), the SEA operates
its own separate facilities for students with handicaps. 1In California and
New Jersey separate facilities are operated by separate divisions within the
Department of Education coequal with the special education division. In both
States, schools for the deaf are operated by these divisions, two in
California and one iﬁ New Jersey. The Division of Special Schools in

California also operates a State school for the blind, and the New Jersey

*The State of Connecticut had operated the Mystic School for the Deaf
until the early 1980's.
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Division of Direct Services also operates regional day schools to serve
severely handicapped students, particularly the multihandicapped, emotionally
disturbed, deaf, and deaf-blind populations. New Jersey is seeking to curtail
jts involvement in direct service delivery to students. Some of New Jersey's
regional day schools are operated by school districts, and the State is hoping
to extend this practice to the remainder of the schools. Louisiana created
the Special School District #1 (SSD #1) to operate educational programs in
facilities run by other ag:ncies. SSD #1 is not currently part of the Office
of Special Educational Services but it is a separate agency in the Louisiana
Department of Education. The State education agency also operates a few small
programs at universities. I1linois' Deaf-Blind Center (Philip J. Rock School)
is operated by a local district under a contract from the Department of
Education. The Ohio SEA operates two schools, one for blind and the other for
deaf students. Data from the survey of special education divisions show that
State education agencies in twenty other States operate separate schools for
the handicapped. Most are schools for visually or hearing impaired students

and most are residential facilities.

3. QOther Stat i atin ate Facilities

Historically, other Staie agencies have operated separate, usually
residential, facilities serving children and youth with handicaps. Generally,
the main purpose of these facilities has not been educational, but instead
therapeutic, or at some times custodial. However, in the decades prior to the
passage of P.L. 94-142, many facilities incorporated education into their

mandate, for at least some of the school-age population. Presently, other
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State agencies often provide special education to students, although all such
programs are under the general supervision of the State education agency.

A1l the case study States have independent State agencies or entities
which operate separafe facilities, usually residential, for handicapped
persons in which separate educaticnal programs are providad, either by the
operating agency or by another agency. Virtually all of the operating
agencies or the facilities themselves are separately funded by the State
leg “ure which makes them fiscally ipdependent of the State education
agen south Carolina, Louisiana, Florida, Ohio, Illinois, and New Jersey
all + schools for the deaf and/or hlind which are to some degree
operationa’ly independent of the SEA spe. ial education division, and which
have been so for many years. Departments of mental retardation and/or mental
health run educational programs in separate facilities in South Carolina,
Ohio, New Jersey, and Connecticut. In I1linois, the separate residential
schools for the visually impaired, hearing impaired, and orthopedically
impaired are operated by the Department of Rehabilitation Services. The
Department of Mental Health operates educational programs in only two of its
facilities; in the others the educational program is provided by a local
district or oZher pubiic education agency. In all States, oversight to ensure
compliance with Federal and State regulations of educational programs provided
for ::udents in State-operated separate facilities is the responsibility of
the SEA.

The Svrvey of SEA Special Education Divisions indicates that the
involvement of State agencies other than the SEA in the operation of separate

facilities is a universal pattern. In all States, at least one State agency
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operated a separate day or residential facility for handicapped students. In
twenty-six of the non-case study Stctes, at least two State agencies other
than the SEA operate such facilities. Most often these other agencies are

the departments of nontal retardation, health and human services, ana

developmental disabilities. In addition, the schools for deaf and/or blind
students in several States are themselves independent State agencies.

The legacy of the role of other State agencies in »roviding special
education and other services to handicapped children has created some
poiitical and bureaucratic obstacles to State education agencies in their
attempts to extend State and Federal education regulaticns and standards and

to improve educational services in separate facilities for the handicapped.

4. Interagency Cooperation

Because two or more agencies are involved in providing special education
and related services to students with handicaps in each State, cooperation
arross agencies has been seen as essential to assure that all students
received needed services and to avoid duplication of effort. Although,
P.L. 94-142 provided State education agencies with general supervisory
responsibility for educating studen’ with handicaps, regardless of the agency
providing the services, exercising this responsibility has often been
difficult since no specific mechanism was specified or required.' As noted in
the previous section, many State agencies other than the SEAs have a long

history of providing services to handicapped persons of all ages and had in

‘In contrast, the provisions of P.L. 99-457 are much more specific in
describing the mechanisms by which early childhood program services are to be
coordinated among various State agencies.
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many cases developed their own standards and procedures for delivering and

evaluating specfal education services within their own separate facilities.

This history has created some problems in coordination of efforts between the
SEA and other State aéencies. Interagency agreements related to the service
of handicapped students exist in all case study States, although in some
States (in particular Connecticut, New Jersey, and South Carolina) unwritten
working relationships appear to predominate. In most of the case study
States, SEA staff noted that problems continued to exist despite interagency
agreements. In several States this hus resulted in legislation either to give
the agreements the force of law or to create special interagency structures.

Several of the States have special interagency structures to facilitate
coordination of educational services to handicapped students. Frequently
these structﬁres make placements, have financial responsibility for
placements, and must approve reimbursement rates or tuition/service charges.
Florida's SED Network is a multiagency network for severely emotionally
disturbed children vhich is mandated to provide education, mental health
services, and, if needed, residential services to these students in local
districts. Illinois has created two special structures--the Residential
Services Authority and the Governor's Purchased Care Review Board. The first
agency has dispute resolution and planning responsibilities for behaviorally
and emotionally disordered students. The Governor's Purchased Care Review
Board approves allowable costs of private facilities for special education,
related services, and room and board. In Ohio, the Interdepartmental Cluster

of Services to Youth functions at both the local and State level; the purpose

is to deal with individual cases that are complex, costly, or beyond the
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capabilities of individual agencies. In South Carolina, the Children's Case
Resolution System was created to place and fund the placements of hard-to-
place students. It is administered out of the Governor's Office;